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ADVERTISEMENT. 


"  The  higher  the  crime  or  deeper  the  fraud,  sought  to  be  established,  the 
more  strigentlj  the  rules  of  evidence  should  be  enforced."  * 

"  Arguments  respecting  testimony  are  a  deliglitful  part  of  the  practice  of 
the  law  ;  they  show  the  good  generalship  of  the  contending  counsel.'*! 

At  the  request  of  the  Chief  Justice,  und  with  the  ap- 
proval of  the  attornej\s  of  both  parties,  Mr.  A  bbott  under- 
took the  task  of  revising  the  official  minutes  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  this  case,  and  of  illustrating  the  questions  of 
law  and  rules  of  evidence,  by  the  citation  of  authorities 
in  such  manner  as  (without  transcending  propriety  in  dis- 
cussing the  rulings  in  a  cause  as  yet  undecided)  might 
add  to  the  interest  and  value  of  the  report,  for  the  pro- 
fession throughout  the  country. 

The  nature  of  the  issue  and  character  of  the  parties, 
and  the  dramatic  incidents  of  the  trial  as  portrayed  in  the 
evidence  now  reproduced  in  this  authentic  form,  must 
have  an  unfailing  interest  to  the  general  reader. 

The  report  is  prepared  from  the  shorthand  notes  of 
Messrs.  A.  F.  Warburton,  William  F.  Bonynge,  Fbed. 
M.  Adams,  and  Timothy  Bigelow. 

From  these  the  editor,  under  the  sanction  of  the  Chief 
Justice,  has  omitted,  in  his  discretion,  conversations  had  in 
court  on  matters  irrelevant  to  the  proceedings,  and  distinct 
and  separable  matters  involving  neither  the  merits  nor  any 
question  of  law  (such  as  the  examination  of  jurors  who 

»  Blackburn  v.  Beall  (21  Md.  208). 
t  SJiirk  y.  Vanneman  (3  Seates,  106). 


ir  ADVERTISEMENT. 

were  rejected  without  any  exception  being  taken,  &c.), 
and  has  in  some  cases  promoted  tbe  convenience  of  the 
reader  by  retrenching  in  form  the  examination  of  witnesses 
on  preliminary  or  immaterial  points  of  no  general  interest, 
and  omitting  repetitions.  Explanatory  references  to  the 
documents  and  testimony  are  added. 

The  report  presents  the  most  intelligible,  accurate,  and 
complete  account  of  this  remarkable  case.  The  arguments 
of  counsel  and  the  notes  of  the  editor,  it  is  believed,  embody 
all  that  is  important  to  the  professional  reader,  in  respect  to 
the  trial  of  the  question  of  adultery  in  actions  of  this  nature  or 
in  proceedings  for  divorce,  and  they  also  present  unrivaled 
models  of  the  art  of  examination  and  cross-examination, 
and  discussions  of  questions  of  nm  prius  evidence,  of 
almost  every  kind,  by  the  most  eminent  advocates  of  the 
country,  aided  by  all  the  resources  of  legal  research. 

In  accordance  with  general  public  desire,  the  publishers 
have  obtained  from  sources  they  believe  well-informed, 
brief  biographical  notices  of  the  Chief  Justice,  the  parties, 
and  the  counsel  engaged  in  the  cause,  and  have  accompa- 
nied these  with  portraits.  For  these  the  reporter  has 
no  responsibility. 

GEOEGE  W.  SMITH  &  00. 
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THE  CITY  COURT  OF  BROOKLYN. 


"  The  City  Court  of  Brookltk,"  created  by  statute  in  1849,  originallj  con- 
sisted of  one  judge,  elected  for  the  term  of  six  jeara ;  and  tbe  mayor  and  two 
aldermen  of  tlie  city  had  power  tu  hold  the  court  in  the  absence  of  the  jndfre. 
In  1870,  two  additional  judges  wore  provided  for  by  statute,  the  term  of  the 
judicial  service  was  extended  to  fourteen  years,  and  the  power  of  the  mayor  and 
aldermen  to  sit  in  the  court  was  taken  away. 

In  respect  to  th»»  subject-matter  of  suits  and  proceedings,  this  court  now  has 
•'  original  jurisdiction,  at  law  and  in  equity,  concurrent  and  co-extensive  witli 
the  Supreme  Court,  of  all  civil  actions,  and  of  all  special  proceedings  of  a  clyil 
nature,"  with,  however,  certain  local  restrictions.  In  respect  to  actions  concern- 
ing  tiie  title  to  real  property  or  injuries  to  real  property,  its  jurisdiction  is  con- 
fine<l  to  property  within  the  city  {L.  1870,  ch.  470,  §  2).  In  respect  to  personal 
actions  generally,  it  has  jurisdictitm  if  the  cause  arose  or  any  of  the  defendants 
reside  or  are  personally  served  with  summons  in  the  city,*  or  in  case  of  a  cor- 
poration if  the  corporation  is  doing  business  in  the  city,  or  is  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion having  property  or  an  agency  there  {L.  1870,  ch.  470.  p,  1045). 

The  constitutional  amendment  of  1809  expressly  recognizes  and  continues 
this  court,  as  a  part  of  the  judicial  system  of  the  State  ;  but  as  it  is  spoken  of  in 
that  instrument  as  a  local  court,  an  act  of  the  legislature  which  empowered  it 
to  send  original  process  throughout  the  State  has  b«en  held  by  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals unconstitutional  so  far  as  it  assumed  to  take  away  the  previous  territorial 
limiis  of  jurisdiction  {Landern  v.  Stnten  Island  Railroad  Company,  14  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.  346  ;  S.  C,  5;i  N.  Y.  450).  The  same  court,  in  commenting  on  this  derision  in  a 
vobsequent  case,  say  :  "  It  does  not  detract  from  the  usefulness  of  the  couit  or  its 
character  to  confine  it  in  tlie  exorcise  of  its  jurisdiction  within  the  constitutional 
limits.  It  is  an  important  and  efficient  tribunal  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  and  by 
its  ability  and  dispatch  attracts  to  it  much  of  the  important  and  difficult  litiga- 
tion of  that  city,  and  the  importance  of  the  questions  or  the  amounts  litigated 
before  it  are  not  second  to  those  which  come  before  any  court  of  the  State.  Its 
creation  was  the  rt^sult  of  the  necessity  of  a  local  court  of  a  high  character  " 
(Au.EN>  J.,  in  Hoag  v.  L^imont,  in  MS.).     Its  jurisdiction  is  to  h-  presumed. 

•  Whether  the  jurisdiction  has  been  effectually  extended  to  the  limits  of  the 
e&unty,  and  to  personal  actions  where  any  j>ar^^  resides  therein,  has  not  yet  been 
determined. 


TiU  aiTT    COURT    OF    BROOKLYN, 

The  sUitate  of  1849  ga^e  it  the  criminal  jurisdiction  of  a  coontj  court  of 
seflBiona,  and  the  act  of  1870  made  it  like  that  of  oyer  and  terminer. 

The  court  and  its  judges,  have  the  like  powers  in  relation  to  actions  therein, 
and  the  process  and  proceedings  therein,  and  powers  over  the  docket  of  its 
judgments  in  the  Countj  Clerk's  office,  as  the  Supreme  Court  and  its  justices, 
in  relation  to  actious,  &c.,  in  the  Supreme  Court ;  and  all  laws  regulating 
practice,  &c.,  in  the  Supreme  Court,  apply  as  far  as  practicable  to  this  court.  The 
Judges  have  the  powers  of  a  Supreme  C'Ourt  judge  at  chambers. 

Special  terms  are  held  by  single  justices,  for  ihe  trial  of  issues  of  fact  with 
or  without  a  jury,  and  for  the  determination  of  motions,  &c.  ;  and  general  terms 
are  held,  necepsarily  by  two  of  the  judges,  for  hearing  appeals  from  decisions 
at  special  term. 

Appeals  now  lie  from  the  general  term  of  this  court  direct  to  the  court  of 
last  resort  {L.  1849.  p.  171,  ch.  135,  §  6,  amended  1  L,  1870,  p.  1047-6.  ch.  470, 
§§  5, 6,  and  7  ;  amended  again  by  1  L,  1871,  p.  556-7,  ch.  282.  §§  8  and  8). 

EDWARD  W.   BELL. 
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CHIEF   JUSTICE   NEILSOK 


The  presiding  Judge,  Hon.  Joaefh  Neilson,  was  born  at  Argyle,  In  tills 
State,  in  1815.  He  la  of  Scotch-Irisli  parentage,  a  anion  of  races  which  has  been 
singularly  productive  of  energetic  and  able  men.  Descended  from  a  notably 
long-lived  and  robust  stock,  his  sturdy  frame,  and  the  vigor  and  determination 
which  have  formed  the  lines  of  his  countenance,  as  their  fittest  expression,  be- 
token stamina  and  vitality,  l^is  grandfather,  John  Neilson,  the  founder  of  the 
family  in  America,  came  from  the  north  of  Ireland  in  1760,  with  a  band  of 
friends,  and  settled  in  Washington  county  in  this  State.  They  were  strict  Pres^ 
byterians,  and  brought  with  them  their  pastor,  the  Rev.  Dr.  Clark. 

The  eldest  son,  John  Rogers  Neilson,  introduced  a  slight  change  in  the 
family  name  by  dropping  the  "  i,"  thus  making  its  spelling  conform  to  its  pro- 
nunciation, and  his  branch  of  the  family  have  continued  the  change  to  this  day. 
Of  tliat  branch,  and  the  most  illustrious  of  the  name,  was  Samuel  Nelson,  who 
for  the  unexampled  period  of  half  a  century  continuously  fulfilled  the  high 
functions  of  a  Judge,  serving  both  as  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  this 
State,  and  as  Associate  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  A 
son  of  his,  Rensselaer  R.  Nelson,  of  St.  Pauls,  Minnesota,  is  one  of  the  District 
Judges  of  the  United  States. 

Samuel  Neilson,  the  third  son  of  John  Neilson,  was  a  physician,  and  a  man  of 
culture  and  scientific  attainments.  He  removed  to  Canada  and  died  there  at  the 
age  of  eighty -seven  years.  His  son,  the  subject  of  this  sketch,  practiced  law  in 
Oswego  until  November,  1844,  when  he  removed  to  the  city  of  New  York.  An 
afi^ectionate  address,  on  that  occasion,  presented  to  him  by  the  members  of  the 
bar  of  Oswego,  was  published  in  Ths  Oswego  Palladium  and  The  Albany  Argus. 
In  his  practice  here  he  had  a  large  and  favorable  experience ;  was  often  con- 
cerned in  cases  of  grave  importance,  and  was  the  trusted  counselor  of  some  of 
the  foremost  citizens  in  New  York.  Continuing  his  practice  in  New  York,  he 
fixed  his  residence  at  length  in  Brooklyn,  and  became  identified  with  its  interests 
professional,  political,  and  social.  When  the  reorganization  of  the  City  Court 
nnder  the  new  constitution  was  proposed,  he  was  selected  as  chairman  of  the 
meeting  of  the  bar,  held  to  consider  the  bill  to  be  proposed  for  legislative  action; 
and  the  plan  of  reorganization  having  been  adopted,  he  was  elected  in  1870  one 
of  the  judges  of  the  new  court.  At  the  end  of  Judge  Thompson's  term,  which 
extended  from  the  old  organization  into  the  new,  the  place  of  Chief  Judge  was 
assigned  to  Judge  Nbilson  by  his  colleagues,  Hon.  Albxakdbr  McCub  and 
Hon.  QEOBes  G.  Rbtmoldb. 


X  OELEF   JU8TI0E   NEILaOIT. 

In  penon  Judge  Neilsoii  in  rather  below  the  mediam  height,  and  strongly 
bnilt.  A  certain  air  of  ragged  energy  and  a  manly  and  resolute  bearing  show 
him  to  be  a  man  apart,  and  admirably  befit  his  station.  His  voice  is  peculiar 
and  at  once  attracts  attention ;  capable  of  g^eat  softness  of  expression,  it  rises 
in  rapid  gradations  when  excited  or  aroused. 

As  to  his  mind  it  need  hardly  be  said  to  any  one  who  peruses  these  volumes, 
that  it  is  distinguished  for  clearness  and  quickness  of  perception,  strength  of 
memory  and  accuracy  of  reasoning.  He  is  possessed  of  great  firmness  of  pur- 
pose, and,  as  a  consequence,  his  patience  is  not  easily  disturbed. 

In  the  transaction  of  the  business  of  the  court,  he  is  usually  indulgent 
toward  counsel.  But  from  the  experienced  lawyer  he  exacts  courtesy,  not 
merely  towards  himself,  but  towards  the  opposing  counsel,  towards  the  witnesses, 
and  towards  the  jury.  From  the  inexperienced  he  exacts  careful  prepara- 
tion, and  at  times  enforces  this  by  censure.  But  he  is  kind  and  patient  with  the 
young  practitioner,  and  we  have  heard  him  in  private  express  great  regard  for 
the  personal  worth  and  abilities  of  some  whom  he  hod  publicly  censured.  He 
is  mo8t  pleased  to  have  eminent  counsel  before  him,  partly  because  they  exem- 
plify the  best  results  and  workings  of  the  science  of  the  law,  and  partly  because, 
as  he  expresses  it,  **  they  lighten  the  labor  of  the  court."  He  has  at  all  times 
confined  himself  to  the  sphere  of  action  which  is  prescribed  by  the  law  and  by 
all  illustrious  precedents:  the  "thus  saiththelaw"  is  of  great  weight  with 
him,  so  tliat  even  the  defense  of  usury  under  a  statute  which  he  regards  as  im- 
politic and  inequitable,  is,  when  clearly  proven,  treated  as  if  meritorious.  He 
limits  himself  to  the  expounding  of  the  law,  usurping  neither  the  office  of 
counsel  to  discuss,  nor  of  the  jury  to  decide,  the  questions  of  fact.  In  his 
charges,  as  published  and  as  printed  on  appeals,  this  regard  for  tlie  office  and 
duty  of  the  jury  is  uniformly  apparent.  As  an  instance,  his  charg»  in  the  case 
of  Landers  against  Tlie  Staten  Island  Railroad  Co.,  printed  at  large  in  Abbott's 
Reports  (vol.  13,  p.  338,  N.  S.),  might  be  cited.  On  going  over  it  carefully  we  are 
not  able  to  discover  any  indication  of  what  may  have  been  his  opinion  as  to  the 
wei^lit  of  the  testimony,  although  the  case  grew  out  of  a  great  calamity  which 
might  well  have  excited  judicial  as  well  as  public  sympathy.  In  Homan  against 
Earle  (13  Abbott's  R.  N.  S.,  402,  opinion  on  appeal  by  Judge  McCuE)  the  same 
deference  was  paid  to  the  jury,  the  facts  and  circumstances  given  to  them  to  find 
whether,  to  the  mutual  comprehension  and  intent  of  the  parties,  the  alleged 
promise  of  marriage  had  been  made,  there  having  been  no  expressed  engage- 
ment. It  was  in  this  case  that  Judge  Neilson  ruled  that  the  contract  to  marry 
could  be  made  without  words.* 

His  Honor  always  blends  the  gentleman  with  the  judge.  He  is  uniformly 
courteous  to  the  gentler  sex;  he  holds  that  woman  is  man's  equal  in  the  finer 
intellectual  traits,  not  his  superior;  that  while  the  avenues  open  for  her  activity 
and  usefulness  should  be  extended,  our  recent  laws  disturbing  the  marriage  rela- 
tion, and  allowing  her  to  carry  on  business  as  a  femme  sole,  and  to  employ  her 
husband  as  clerk,  agent,  or  servant,  indicate  no  healthy  progress.  His  moral 
sentiments  are  all  in  favor  of  the  law  of  marriage  and  of  divorce  as  it  exists  in 
New  York  to-day.  He  is  of  opinion  that  the  laxity  of  legislation  iu  some  of  our 
sister  states  on  the  subject  of  divorce  is  unwise  and  demoralizing.  Indeed,  in 
this  and  in  other  respects,  he  is  somewhat  of  a  Puritan.  He  holds  to  John 
Calvin,  denying  the  austerities  imputed  to  the  Institutes,  but  supplements  the 
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qualification  that  foreordination  followed,  as  a  neceseaiy  conaeqaence,  fore- 
knowledge. He  is  not  bigoted,  however  ;  believes  that  a  pure  spirit  and  devout 
worship  are  accepted  without  regard  to  mere  creeds.  He  has  no  intellectual  fear  ; 
feels  no  need  of  an  index  expurgatorius ;  reads  Emerson,  not  for  his  opinions, 
but  b«*cause  he  finds  in  him  greater  power  and  fertility  of  expression  than  in 
any  other  modern  author.  He  has  said  that  he  believes  Emerson  must  have  read 
the  Bible  until  his  mind  became  imbued  with  its  literary  spirit  ;  that  not  only 
he,  but  Walter  Savage  Landor,  Daniel  Webster,  Rufus  Cboate,  and.  in  latter 
days,  who  so  uses  the  English  language  most  powerfully,  must  have  drunk 
largely  at  the  same  source  ;  and  that,  in  sucli  instances,  the  benefit  can  be  traced, 
as  certainly  as  the  indebtedness  of  Tennyson  for  graces  of  thought  and  ezpres> 
aion  can  be,  to  the  Greek.  In  a  late  conversation  with  critics  at  the  Club,  the 
judge  repelled  an  attack  upon  some  old-fashioned  authors  now  fallen  much  out 
of  use,  and  confessed  his  regard  for  Young's  Night  Thoughts  and  Harvey's 
Meditations,  the  companions  of  his  youth.  He  also  claimed  that  the  human 
race,  in  its  intuitive  wants  and  strivings,  had  given  a  sufficient  answer  to  modern 
skeptics,  as  in  all  sges,  cfimes,  and  conditions  of  men,  there  had  been  a  desire 
to  propitiate  an  overruling  power ;  all  down  the  track  of  history,  crumbling 
altars,  from  which  the  smoke  of  sacrifice  had  gone  up. 

He  is  known  to  have  been  a  large  and  generous  reader,  not  only  in  but  out 
side  of  the  law;  Bacon,  Milton,  Johnson,  Burke,  Shakespeare  are  familiar  to 
him :  the  best  of  later  autliors  in  history,  poetry,  and  romance  his  favorite 
friends.  He  lias  aimed  lo  acquire  a  correct  and  elegant  English  style,  but  not 
wiih  a  view  to  merely  literary  distinction  :  he  has  cultivated  literature  rather  as 
an  adjuvant  to  his  professional  pursuits,  and  has  thus  sought  to  maintain  the 
Hterature  and  the  literary  character  of  the  profession.  Some  of  his  utterances 
in  the  discussion  of  mere  legal  questions  miglit  be  cited  as  models  of  composi- 
tion. He  loves  to  deal  with  principles,  and  sometimes  writes  a  valuable  opinion 
in  a  case  on  appeal  without  citing  decisions,  as  if  intent  on  vindicating  the  con- 
sistency of  law  with  pure  equity.  Among  his  labors  are  contributions  upon  the 
general  subject  of  codification.  He  holds  that  to  reduce  the  law  to  simple  statu- 
tory expression  would  render  it  rigid,  unyielding,  inapplicable  to  cases  which 
might  arise  in  complex  commercial  transactions  ;  that  it  would  be  the  substitu- 
tion of  strict  rules  needing  interpretation  for  established  principles,  which  are 
not  bound  nor  limited  by  any  set  form  of  words.  On  this  subject  he  wrote  some 
carefully  prepared  articles  for  The  Albany  Law  Journal,  showing  by  the  results 
of  codification  in  France,  Prussia,  and  elsewhere,  that  the  very  objects  and  pur- 
poses for  which  it  was  introduced  have  been  defeated,  and  that  the  bulk  of  the 
authorities  and  precedents  sought  to  be  avoided  has  been  thereby  increased. 
He  maintains  that  such  would  Le  the  probable  results  of  any  scheme  which  has 
been  yet  suggested,  and  emphasizes  the  difficulty  of  reform  by  considerations  as 
to  the  sources  and  growth  of  the  law,  saying  : 

"  If  a  single  day  could  possibly  enable  U8  to  devise  a  good  system,  yet  to  rea- 
lise its  benefits,  to  illustrate  its  uses,  to  determine  its  application,  and  to  frive  it 
force  and  utterance,  would  be  the  work  of  a  century.  The  benefits  of  a  legal 
reform  are  not  to  be  speedily  realized  ;  its  evils  fall  upon  us  suddenly.  Time, 
though  a  necessary  interpreter,  continues  dumb,  until  th^  conflict  of  opinion,  of 
argument,  of  analysis,  has  rendered  him  articulate  and  intelligible.  Our  com- 
Bisrcial  and  mercantile  law  was  no  sudden  invention.  It  was  not  the  work  of  a 
day,  or  of  one  set  of  minds. In  the  incipient,  the 
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early  exifltenoe  of  this  Bjsiem,  a  single  maxim  obtained  force,  others  succeeded ; 
one  rule  of  right  formed  a  nncleas  around  which  other  kindred  rules  might 
clinjf ;  the  necessities  of  trade  originated  customs,  customs  ripened  into  law ;  a 
few  feeble  decisions  of  courts  laid  the  foundation  for  others ;  the  wisdom  and 
experience  of  each  succeeding  generation  improved  upon  the  wisdom  and  ex- 
perience of  generations  that  were  past ;  and  thus  the  edifice  arose,  perfect  in  its 
parts,  beautiful  in  its  proportions.  It  has  taxed  the  deliberative  spirit  of  ages. 
The  ^reat  minds  of  the  earth  have  done  it  homage.  It  was  the  fruit  of  experi- 
ence. Under  it  men  prospered,  all  the  arts  flourished,  and  society  stood  firm. 
Every  right  and  duty  could  be  understood  because  the  rules  regulating  each  had 
their  foundation  in  reason,  in  the  nature  and  fitness  of  things ;  were  adapted  to 
the  wants  of  our  race,  were  addressed  to  the  mind  and  to  the  heart ;  were  like 
so  many  scraps  of  logic  articulate  with  demonstration.  Legislation,  it  is  true 
occasionally  lent  its  aid,  but  not  in  the  pride  of  opinion,  not  by  devising  schemes 
inexpedient  and  untried,  but  in  a  deferential  spirit,  as  a  subordinate  co-worker. 
The  reformer  who  would  seek  to  improve  such  a  system  in  any  material  degree, 
mistakes  his  vocation.  That  task  had  better  be  left  to  time  and  experience. 
He  will  often  find  it  impossible  to  know  what  to  eradicate  and  what  to  spare,  and 
in  plucking  up  the  tares,  the  wheat  may  sometimes  be  destroyed.  '  The  pound  of 
flesh  '  may  be  removed,  indeed,  but  with  it  will  come,  gushing  forth,  the  blood, 
of  life." 

Without  assuming  to  state  or  estimate  the  extent  and  value  of  Judge  Neil- 
bon's  contributions  to  legal  literature,  we  pause  to  refer  to  four  articles  in  TTi6 
NevD  York  Legal  Observer,  signed  "J.  N.,"  written  with  great  force  and  beauty. 
The  first,  as  to  the  revision  of  our  statutes  in  1830.  Mere  revision  is  approved  if 
faithfully  performed,  but  special  reference  is  made  to  the  abolition  of  our  system 
of  trusts,  to  the  substitute  adopted,  and  to  the  great  litigation  which  followed 
the  innovation.  This  article,  at  a  time  when  the  professional  mind  was  some- 
what exercised  as  to  revision,  was  widely  read  and  copied  into  other  journals. 
The  other  three  articles  related  to  trusts  to  apply  or  pay  over  rents  under  the 
Revised  Statutes  (5  N.  T.  Leg.  Obs.  pp.  281,  821,  370).  The  statute  authorized  a 
trust  to  receive  and  apply  rents,  but  very  many  wills,  representing  large  estates, 
contained  the  trust  to  receive  and  pay  over  the  rents.  The  question  came  up  in 
several  important  cases  whether  the  trust  to  pay  over  was  authorized,  and  it  is 
a  curious  feature  of  our  judicial  history  that  on  that  question  the  judges  of  the 
largest  learning  and  experience  differed  in  opinion.  Among  the  papers  to  which 
we  have  been  permitted  to  refer,  we  find  an  acknowledprment  of  the  value  of 
Judge  Neilson's  contributions  advocating  the  validity  of  a  trust  to  pay  over  as 
a  mode  of  application,  by  Chief  Justice  Samuel  Nelsox,  who  had  taken  the 
same  ground  in  one  of  the  first  cases.  In  a  letter  bearing  the  date  of  March  24th, 
1848,  he  says  :  "I  have  read  your  review  and  discussion  of  the  construction  of 
the  provision  of  the  statute  (g  55,  sub.  3),  with  great  pleasure.  It  is  the  fullest 
and  most  satisfactory,  and  I  may  add,  conclusive,  exposition  of  it  that  has  come 
under  my  observation.  In  my  judgment  it  is  unanswerable."  After  referring  to 
the  great  conflict  of  opinion  which  had  arisen,  he  says :  **  Judge  Go  wen  agreed 
with  me,  and  if  the  question  had  arisen  in  his  day  it  might  have  been  decided  ac- 
cording to  your  views.  I  can  not  but  believe  that  when  it  does  arise  it  will  be 
eventually  thus  determined,  and  the  full  and  able  discussion  in  the  numbers  you 
have  sent  me  will  go  far  to  give  the  professional  mind  the  right  direction  on  the 
subject."    The  question  was  thus  finally  determined  by  the  Court  of  Errors,  in  a 
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In  wbich  the  late^Marsliall  S.  Bidwell  was  of  ooansel  for  the  prevailing 
party,  he  asiiig  those  articlea  in  his  points  (Ley get t  v.  Perkins,  2  N.  Y.  [2 
Comst.]  R.  297).  In  his  dissenting  opinion  in  that  case,  Judge  Bronson  strug- 
gled hard  in  support  of  the  views  put  forth  by  him  and  by  Judge  SayAob  and 
Senators  Mason  and  Young  in  the  early  cases,  and  closed  with  these  words — 
"  and  thus  it  happens  that  a  great  question  which  has  been  litigated  more  than 
fifteen  years  is  at  the  last  settled  by  a  single  vote." 

But  such  articles,  however  valuable,  were  upon  subjects  considered,  even  by 
the  learned  in  the  profession,  dry  and  difficult.  We  turn,  therefore,  as  illustrative 
of  the  extent  and  range  of  his  topics,  to  less  technical  subjects.  In  The  Albany 
Law  Journal  of  July  2nd,  1870,  appears  a  review  of  Parker's  "  Reminiscences  of 
Bufus  Choate."  The  editor  of  the  Journal  prefaces  the  article  with  some  com 
meudatory  remarks  closing  with  these  words:  '*  It  is  full  of  terse  suggestions  to 
be  pondered  by  students,  and  even  by  authors.  It  is,  moreover,  so  happy  in 
illastration,  so  genial  and  sprightly,  that  the  criticism  becomes  as  exquisite  and 
pleasing  as  it  is  pungent  aud  severe.  It  is  gratifying  to  know  that  a  lawyer  of 
Judge  Neilson's  conceded  learning  and  ability  has  had  the  time  and  the  good 
taste  to  cultivate  a  style  at  once  so  forcible  and  so  pure  and  musical. " 

It  was,  indeed,  written  in  such  tone  and  spirit  as  should  refresh  a  drowsy 
stadent.  But  after  indulging  in  wit,  irony,  and  illustration  quite  .sufficient  to 
admonish  Mr.  Parker  to  use  his  pen  with  care  thenceforth,  Judge  Neilson 
stumbles  upon  a  statement  worthy  of  resentment,  to  wit :  "  That  the  jury  advo- 
cate must  to  some  extent  be  a  mountebank,  if  not  a  juggler  and  a  trickster,"  and 
■ays  : 

"  Uncharitable  things  have  been  said  of  many  great  advocates  ;  but,  as  an 
illustration,  the  worst  thing  ever  said  of  Choate  was,  that  he  could  play  the 
arifvl  dodge  in  reading  an  affidavit.  That  was  but  a  rude  description  of  fine, 
forcible,  effective  reading ;  reading  which  gives  significance  and  character  to 
vital  passages,  discloses  the  latent  sense  and  spirit,  aids  the  apprehension,  and 
receives  a  certain,  and  it  may  be,  a  favorable  interpretation.  Such  a  reader, 
natural,  yet  artistic, '  tells  the  great,  greatly ;  the  small,  subordinately ; '  and 
thus  we  have  heard  Macready  play  the  artful  dodge ;  thus  Fanny  Eemble 
Butler  ;  thus  the  gentle  Melancthon  may  have  read  ;  thus  every  pulpit  orator, 
from  Whitfield  down. 

**  A  merely  clever  man,  with  no  high  aims  or  love  of  truth  ;  a  wordy,  sharp, 
false  man,  however  adroit  and  plausible  ;  the  artful  dodger,  the  mountebank, 
juggler,  trickster,  can  never,  in  the  proper  sense,  be  a  jury  advocate.  With  all 
his  gifts  and  acquisitions,  the  advocate  must  be  a  high-toned,  moral  man,  not  a 
harlequin  ;  a  vital  utterance,  not  a  mere  sham.  Jurors  are  representativ^e  men, 
coming  from  the  entire  circle  of  the  social  zodiac,  and  are  practical,  sensible,  and 
often  sagacious  men,  as  fond  of  fair  dealing  in  counsel  as  in  suitors.  Hence,  in 
caaes  involving  life,  liberty,  or  character,  an  able  advocate  goes  to  the  jury  in  a 
spirit  akin  to  that  with  which  Esther  went  in  before  the  king  to  plead  for  her 
people.  At  such  an  hour  he  indulges  'in  no  mere  fancies,  his  style  becomes  a 
reflect  of  his  own  mind  and  heart ;  if,  as  in  Mr.  Ghoate's  efibrts,  a  flash  of  poetic 
thought  or  beauty  gleams  forth,  it  is  merely  because  the  vision  is  in  his  spirit, 
and  reveals  itself  as  naturally  as  the  simplest  conception.  He  is  not  the  less 
dealing  with  realities,  after  lids  fashion." 

After  remarks  upon  the  tone  and  temper  which  should  characterize  such  a 
work,  as  contrasted  with  those  of  Mr.  Parker,  the  judge  says : 
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"  In  personal  delineation  of  this  nature  tbe  true  author  is  sympatlietic ;  his 
purpose  fills  his  heart  and  brain,  takes  possession  of  all  his  faculties  :  he  feels 
as  one  of  old  did  when  lie  said,  '  Woe  is  me  if  I  preach  not  this  gospel.'  Thas 
inspired,  he  writes  ;  the  hand  tremulous,  the  eyes  suffused  with  tears." 

Then,  toward  the  conclusion  of  the  review,  he  falls  into  a  train  of  melancholy 
reflection,  arising  partly  from  the  perusal  of  the  work,  and  partly  from  recollec 
tions  of  his  own  intercourse  with  Mr.  Choate,  and  writes  thus: 

"  We  have  always  had  a  fondness  for  Mr.  Choate,  the  unique  man  of  his  day, 
so  brilliant,  yet  so  logical.  Thanks  to  the  author,  we  now  see  him  in  new 
phases  of  life,  and  learn  many  things  about  him  unknown  before.  But  we  close 
the  book,  and  muse  in  sadnes!*.  Poor  Choate  I  What  severance  and  alienation 
from  sources  of  life,  health,  and  elasticity  I  He  had  no  Ashland,  no  Marshfield, 
no  SunnvBide  ;  no  flocks  or  herds  ;  no  fields  of  golden  grain  ;  but  the  school,  the 
closed  study,  the  dusty  street,  the  crowded  forum  ;  so  balf  his  nature  was  stifled 
in  its  growth,  if  not  killed.  How,  through  life,  he  turned  blindly  from  the 
smiling  mother  earth,  when,  as  only  a  true  mother  can,  she  would  have  com- 
forted  and  soothed  him  !  How  he  looked  on  coldly,  while  his  school- fellows 
enjoyed  sports  ordained  for  him  !  How,  in  later  years,  he  read,  and  read  when 
a  gorgeous  sunset  or  a  waving  forest  would  have  fed  his  famished  spirit !  How 
he  brooded  about  books,  as  he  passed  inspiring  landscapes,  and  felt  no  thrill  as 
they  spoke  to  him  !  How  he  treasured  up  and  tried  to  love  a  piecfc  of  cold 
statuary,  but  had  no  interest  in  the  perfection  of  form  and  motion — man's  friend 
in  service — though  *lie  trots  the  air,  and  the  earth  sings  as  he  touches  it;' 
though  *  his  neigh  is  like  the  bidding  of  a  monarch,  and  his  countenance  enforces 
homage.'  ' 

More  recently  the  judge,  having  been  invited  to  deliver  the  opening  address 
at  the  annual  exhibition  of  the  Brooklyn  Industrial  Institute,  did  so,  and  tho 
address  was  published.  It  was,  indeed,  a  remarkable  performance  in  respect  to 
style  and  comprehensiveness.  Haying  given  such  summary  and  illustration  of 
our  improvements,  inventions,  progress,  mines,  and  mineral  resources,  in  their 
relation  to  our  national  greatness  as  might  well  excite  and  satisfy  our  pride,  ho 
touches  a  higher  note,  and  says :  "  But  our  highest  claim  to  respect,  as  a  nation, 
rests  not  in  the  gold,  nor  in  the  iron  and  the  coal,  nor  in  inventions  and  discov- 
eries, nor  in  ajjricultural  productions,  nor  in  our  wealth,  grown  so  great  that  a  war 
debt  of  billions  fades  out  under  ministrations  of  tho  revenue  collector  without 
fretting  the  people  ;  nor,  indeed,  in  all  these  combined.  That  claim  finds  its  true 
elements  in  our  systems  of  education  and  of  unconstrained  religious  worship  ;  in 
our  wise  and  just  laws,  and  the  purity  of  their  administration  ;  in  the  conserva- 
tive spirit  with  which  the  minority  submits  to  defeat  in  a  hotly-contested  election  ; 
in  a  free  press ;  in  that  broad  humanity  which  builds  hospitals  and  asylums  for 
the  poor,  sick,  and  insane  on  the  confines  of  every  city  ;  in  the  robust,  manly, 
buoyant  spirit  of  a  people  competent  to  admonish  others  and  to  rule  themselves  ; 
and  in  the  achievements  of  that  people  in  every  department  of  thoug^ht  and 
learning." 

But  we  need  not  further  refer  to  Judge  Nbilson'b  contributions  to  legal, 
literary,  or  scientific  subjects.  His  claim  to  rank  among  our  most  learned  and 
upright  lawyers  and  jurists  has  been,  and  long  will  be,  recognized  and  respected. 

There  is  that  in  his  career  which  is  inspiring  alike  to  the  profession  and  to  the 
people  whose  rights  and  interests  the  profession  guards.  No  man's  success  has 
been  the  product  of  work  more  faithful  and  of  motives  more  single.    He  has 
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trod  the  apright  ooune  of  the  advocate  and  the  jurist  with  no  reliance  upon  or 
aearcli  after  meretricions  aids.  His  ascendinjir  progresfl  has  all  been  severely 
legitimate.  That  which  is  soundest  and  noblest  in  reason  and  in  principle  finds  a 
cordial  response  in  his  sentiments  and  in  his  character.  To  the  calture  of  the 
student  he  has  added  that  enthnsiasm  for  the  right  which  informs  with  living 
soul  the  diyest  technicalities  in  the  domain  of  law.  Wbether  nt  tlie  bar  or  on 
the  bench,  his  voice  and  pen  have  been  devoted  to  upholding  the  fundamental 
principles  and  rights  which,  far  exceeding  their  relevancy  to  the  matters  in  hand, 
ooncern  man  as  a  free,  respcmsible  product  of  Deity,  and  organized  society  as 
founded  upon  Christian  civilization.  In  his  habits  of  study  there  are  no  sporadic 
characteristics :  all  is  system.  In  his  conduct  of  trials  nothing  crimes  as,  or 
seems,  drudgery :  all  is  duty.  What  he  did  not  receive  as  the  Creator's  blessing 
apon  a  virtuous  ancestry  and  training,  he  has  with  reverence  and  hard  labor 
wrought  out  for  himself.  The  man  and  the  magistrate  are  no  distinct  characters 
in  him.  He  lives  the  justice  which  he  administers  ;  and,  neither  as  a  lawyer  nor 
a  writer,  has  he  ever  pursued  a  case  or  a  theme  an  inch  beyond  the  parallel  on 
which  it  proceeds  with  truth.  In  the  vigorous  prime  of  his  faculties  and  years, 
surrounded  by  most  beautiful  domestic  associations,  elevated  ofiicially  for  the 
greater  part  of  k generation  aliove  the  strifes  of  parties,  and  set  to  commend  and 
expound  their  laws  to  the  people.  Judge  Neilson  has,  in  the  case  to  which  these 
Tolumes  are  devoted,  been  intrusted  with  matters  as  delicate  and  imperative,  and 
as  far-reaching  in  their  operations  and  consequences,  as  any  that  ever  fell  to  the 
loi  of  jurist  to  decidei 

T.  BIQELOW. 
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WiLLiAic  A.  Beach,  the  leading  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  has  been  for  manjr 
years  one  of  the  prominent  lawyers  of  the  States  His  marked  eharacteristici, 
both  of  mind  and  of  manner,  have  been  clearly  shown  in  coarse  of  the  great  triaL 
Fnll  and  accurate  knowledge  of  le^al  principles,  and  familiarity  with  the  de> 
cisions  of  courts,  enable  him  to  sustain  his  client's  interests  with  eminent 
ability,  aided  by  great  keenness  in  perceiving  the  weak  places  of  an  adversary. 
His  fluent  delivery  of  strong,  well-chosen  English,  with  manner  dignified  and 
impressive,  assist  in  convincing  the  court,  upon  legal  questions,  and  doubtless 
affect  favorably  the  minds  of  jurors,  prior  to  the  great  oratorical  effort  of  the 
dose  of  a  trial.  Pitted  against  counsel  of  the  highest  reputation  and  ability,  Mr 
Beach  has  fully  maintained  his  former  eminent  standing,  at  the  bar,  amply 
Justifying  Mr.  Tilton's  judgment  in  securing  his  services.  His  features  are 
strongly  marked,  and  regular  in  outline,  a  massive  head,  partially  covered  with, 
whitened  hair,  brushed  backward,  showing  a  broad,  full  forehead,  a  physique,  to 
all  appearance  in  full  vigor,  he  has  borne  the  wearisome  combat  with  apparent 
ease,  leading  his  corps  of  able  and  distinguished  associates  in  full  assault,  or 
sturdily  repelling  his  opponents'  like  attacks.  The  expression  of  his  face  at  rest 
has  been  uniformly  sorrowful,  maybe  from  a  full  belief  that  his  client  has  suf- 
fered great  wrongs,  and  from  regret  for  the  occasion  of  bringing  the  lamentable 
occurrences  under  public  and  judicial  investigation. 

Mr.  Beach  was  born  at  Saratoga  Springs,  December  18th,  1809,  and  is  conse- 
quently in  his  sixty-fifth  year,  although  he  has  the  personal  appearance  of  a  much 
younger  man.  His  professional  studies  were  pursued  in  that  village,  and  in  the 
earlier  years  his  practice  w&s  confined  to  the  county  of  Saratoga,  and  those  adjoin- 
ing. From  the  outset,  the  power  of  advocacy  gave  him  local  prominence,  since 
broadened,  by  changes  of  residence,  to  more  extended  fields  of  professional  effort, 
and  consequent  connection  with  cases  of  public  interest.  His  father.  Miles  Beach, 
was  a  pioneer  of  Saratoga,  for  years  a  leading,  successful  merchant  He  died  at 
the  age  of  sixty-four  years,  having  earned  the  highest  respect  and  confidence  of  hia 
fellow-citizens,  and  accumulated,  for  those  days,  a  large  fortune.  The  widow, 
bom  Cynthia  Warren,  now  lives  in  the  homestead,  at  the  advanced  age  of 
eighty-seven  years,  still  bright,  in  the  full  possession  and  exercise  of  unosoal 
mental  gifts,  and  in  the  enjoyment  of  remarkable  physical  vigor.     At  Saratoga^ 
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Mr.  Beach  waB  associated  in  practice  with  the  late  Nicholas  Hill,  Jr.,*  and 
Augustus  Bockes,  now  a  judge  of  the  supreme  court  for  that  district,  f  Judge 
Porter,  one  of  the  counsel  for  Mr.  Beecher,  was  then  a  leading  lawyer  of  the 
samo  county,  resident  at  Waterford.  Life-long  friends,  the  distinguished  advo- 
cates. In  the  course  of  this  trial,  must  have  recalled  their  early  intellectual 
strugjrles,  in  the  old  Court  House  at  Ballston  Spa.  the  phire  town  of  the  county. 

In  the  spring  of  IHol.  Mr.  Beach  removed  to  Troy,  formingr  the  partnership 
of  Piersoii.  Beach  &  Smith,  which,  upon  the  retirement  of  Hon.  Job  Pierson, 
was  succeeded  bv  that  of  Beach  &  Smith.  His  firm,  to  rh«  time  of  its  dissolu- 
tiou  in  1871,  enjoyed  a  leading  position  in  that  locality,  and  Mr.  Beach's  reputa- 
tion as  a  lawyer  became  among  the  first  in  the  State  For  this  period,  he  was  the 
attorney  and  counsel  of  the  railroad  corporations  at  Troy,  and  in  the  prolonged 
and  importaui  litigaiiona  between  the  wealthy  iron  manufacturers,  II.  Burden  & 
Sons,  and  Coring,  Wiuslow,  and  Co.,  he  continuously  repredcnicd  the  interests 
of  the  former.  The  yearly  conflict,  in  the  State  Legislature,  relative  to  bridging 
the  Hudson  River,  at  Albany,  was  finally  transfefrred  to  the  courts,  by  the 
passage  of  an  Act  incorporating  the  Hudson  River  Bridge  Company,  and  Mr. 
Beach  then  appeared  a.s  counsel  for  the  city  of  Troy,  in  opposition  to  the  under- 
taking. The  Bridge  Company  was  represented  by  Nicholas  Hill,  Esq. ,  deceased, 
then  a  resident  of  Albany,  and  Hon.  John  H.  Reynolds,  now  judge  in  the  com- 
mission of  appeals.  The  litigation  involved  the  great  question  of  State 
sovereignty,  and  was  successful,  before  the  late  Justice  Nelson,  at  chambers,  he 
having  granted  a  preliminary  injuucticm.  The  trial,  before  Justices  Nelson  and 
Hall,  brought  a  disagreement  of  opinion,  which  was  certified  to  the  supreme 
court  of  the  Uuited  States,  where  an  equal  division  of  the  judges,  under  the 
rules,  eflected  the  dismibsal  of  the  plaintiff's  bill  of  complaint. 

During  Governor  Horatio  Seymour's  administration,  the  state  agent,  Colonel 
North,  and  others,  were  summoned  before  a  military  tribunal  at  Washington, 
upon  charge  of  tampering  with  soldiers'  votes.  Under  the  call  of  the  Governor, 
Mr.  Beach  represented  the  State  and  the  defendants,  upon  their  trial.  His  effec- 
tive management,  and  masterly  argument,  not  only  vindicated  his  clients,  by 
their  acquittal,  but  also  gave  the  primary  services  and  effective  opposition,  end- 
ing in  the  discontinuance  of  military  inquisitions  for  authorized  civil  courts.  He 
was  again  successful  in  the  defense  of  Cole,  \  for  the  murder  of  Hiscox,  upon  the 
second  trial.  In  18(J8,  he  defended  Robert  C.  Dom,  Canal  Commissioner,  before 
the  Court  of  Impeachment  securing  a  verdict  of  not  guilty.  During  a  practice, 
in  that  part  of  the  State,  of  twenty  years,  Mr.  Beach  was  prominently  con- 
necKHi  with  all  the  leading  trials,  his  office  doin^  a  large  and  lucrative  business. 
Solicitations  to  accept  judicial  position,  were  frequently  declined,  and  political 
preferment,  th<mgh  often  tendered,  he  always  avoided,  so  reaching  his  eminent 
place,  at  the  bar,  by  the  active  and  uninterrupted  practice  of  his  profession. 

In  187 1,  he  yielded  to  often  preferred  requests,  and  changed  his  residence  to 
this  city.  In  this  new  forum,  when  called  to  meet  the  most  eminent  members 
of  the  legal  profession,  Mr.  Beach  has  sustained  his  high  reputation,  as  a  wise 
and  learned  counselor,  a  brilliant  and  successful  advocate.  In  the  action  of  the 
Eli:  Bailicaf/  Company  v.  Commodore  Vanderbilt,  familiarly  known  as  the  "  five 

♦  For  notice  of  Mr.  Hill,  see  19  N.  F.,  593. 

f  Judge  B<»ckes  also  sat  in  the  Court  of  Appeals,  in  the  year  1867,  and  his 
opinions  in  that  court  -will  be  found  in  vols.  36  to  39  of  the  ^.  T.  Reporti. 
J  See  Cole's  Trial,  (7  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.,  321). 
ii 
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millioD  suit/'  be  represented  tbe  defendant,  with  Cliarlei  A.  Rapallo,  Esq., 
now  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  obtaining  a  favorable  judgment.  On  the 
important  trial  of  Bowen  v.  Chtue,  involving  the  title  to  the  valuable  real  estate 
loft  by  Madame  Jumel,  Mr.  Beach  appeared  for  the  plaintiff,  oppo8e<l  to  the  dis- 
tinguished counselor  Charles  O'Conor ;  the  long  struggle,  of  over  a  month,  was 
fruitless,  as  the  jury  disagreed.  Employed  for  the  people,  upon  the  si^cond  trial 
of  Edward  S.  Stokes,  for  the  murder  of  James  Fisk,  Jr.,  in  conjunction  with  the 
District  Attorney,  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  murder  in  the  first  degree,  after- 
ward reversed  by  the  Court  of  Appeals.*  With  many  other  of  the  leading 
trials,  including  the  Judge  Barnard  impeachment  case.f  Mr.  Beuch  was  prom- 
inently identified,  rendering  service  without  fee,  in  assiHting  Ilun  Charles 
O'Conor  in  the  defense  of  Frank  Walworth,  grandson  of  C'haucellor  Walworth, 
long  a  prominent  resident  of  Saratoga  Springs,  and  a  personal  friend  of  Mr. 
Beach's  family.  Honest,  as  well  as  able,  and  earnest  in  performance  of  profes- 
sional duty,  dignified,  while  courteous  in  demeanor,  be  has  materially  added  to 
his  wide  fame,  in  this,  the  greatest  legal  contest  of  this  time  and  country. 

M.  B. 

•  8toke$  V.  People  (53  N.  Y.,  164). 

f  Trial  of  George  Q,  Barnard  in  Conrt  of  Impeachment.   Published  by  Weed, 
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WILLIAM  FULLERTON. 


William  FuiiLKRTON  is  a  native  of  Orange  county,  in  the  State  of  New  York. 
He  was  liorn  in  wliat  wu8  then  known  as  the  town  of  Minisink,  in  that  county,  in 
the  year  1818.  His  boyhcMxl  was  passed  upon  his  father's  farm.  In  1838  he 
graduated  at  Union  College,  in  the  same  class  with  the  Hon.  John  K.  Porter, 
who  subsequently  sat  with  him  on  the  bench  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  of  this 
State,  and  who  is  now  one  of  the  leading  counsel  for  thi^  defense  in  this  cause. 

While  in  college,  Mr.  Fullerton  in  a  great  measure  supported  himself  by 
teaching,  during  the  vacations  and  a  portion  of  the  terms  of  his  college  course. 
For  some  time  he  had  cltarge  of  the  Columbia  County  Boarding  School,  at 
Chatham  Four  Corners,  then  one  of  the  leading  educational  institutions  in  that 
section  of  this  State. 

After  graduating  at  Union  College,  Mr.  Fullerton  entered  upon  the  study  of 
the  law  at  Newburgh.  He  was  admitted  to  the  bar  in  1841,  and  at  once  com- 
menced tlie  active  practice  of  his  profession. 

During  the  early  part  of  his  professional  career,  he  was  made  district  attorney 
of  his  native  county,  which  position  he  held  for  onct  tenn.  He  was  soon 
recognized  as  one  of  the  foremost  men  at  the  bar  in  the  river  counties  in  which 
he  practiced,  and  until  his  removal  to  the  city  of  New  York  in  1852,  was  con- 
stantly engaged  in  the  trial  of  causes  in  these  counties,  appearing  upon  one  side 
or  the  other  of  most  of  the  leading  cases. 

In  1852  he  was  induced  by  Mr.  Charles  O'Conor  to  remove  to  the  city  of  New 
York,  for  the  pur}>o8e  of  uniting  with  him  in  the  practice  of  the  law.  Mr. 
O'C^ouor's  proposition  of  a  partnership  was  made  to  Mr.  Fullerton  after  the  con- 
clusion of  an  able  argument  by  the  latter,  in  an  imix>rtant  and  intricate  cause  at 
the  general  term  of  the  supreme  court  at  Brooklyn,  in  which  Mr.  O'Conor  was 
opposed  to  him.  Mr.  Fullerton  decided  to  accept  the  proposal  of  Mr.  O'Conor, 
and  soon  after  removed  to  New  York  city,  and  commenced  the  practice  of  his 
profession  there  with  Mr.  O'Conor,  under  the  firm  name  of  O'Conor  k  Fullerton. 

Soon  after  the  formation  of  the  new  firm,  Mr.  O'Conor  was  appointed  U.  S. 
District  Attorney,  and  while  in  that  position,  he  employed  Mr.  Fullerton  to 
prosecute  on  behalf  of  the  government,  Capt.  Daniel  Maloney,  who  had  been  in« 
dieted  for  murder  on  the  hi^jfh  seas.  Maloney  was  defended  by  Mr.  Ogden  Hoff- 
man,  then  considered  the  foremost  jury  advocate  and  orator  of  the  New  York 
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bar,  assisted  by  Francis  B.  Cutting,  whose  eloquence  and  recognized  legal 
abilities  had  won  for  him  a  reputation  scarcely  inferior  to  that  of  his  illustrious 
associate. 

Bj  his  conduct  of  this  cause,  and  his  masterly  argument  on  behalf  of  the 
prosecution,  Mr.  Fullerton  won  the  commendations  of  the  late  Judge  Nelson, 
before  whom  the  cause  was  tried,  and  at  once  established  his  reputation  as  a  jury 
lawyer  ;  and  thus  vindicated  Mr.  O'Conor's  judgment  from  the  criticisms  which 
he  had  received  from  the  public  press  at  the  commencement  of  the  trial,  for 
withdrawing  from  the  management  of  so  important  a  case,  and  intrusting  the 
interests  of  the  government  to  the  hands  of  a  young  lawyer,  who  was  then  com- 
paratively unknown  in  the  city  of  New  York. 

Upon  the  expiration  of  Mr.  O'Conor's  term  of  office,  a  new  firm  was  organ- 
ized, composed  of  Mr.  O'Conor,  Mr.  Fullerton,  and  Mr.  Benjamin  F.  Dunninpf, 
the  latter  gentleman  having  been  one  of  Mr.  O'Conor's  assistants  while  he  held 
the  office  of  U.  S.  District  Attorney. 

Mr.  Fullerton  now  became  actively  engaged  in  the  trial  of  causes  in  this  city, 
and  was  soon  recognized  as  one  of  the  leading  jurists  of  the  State.  He  partici- 
pated in  the  trial  of  many  of  the  leading  causes  of  the  time,  notably,  the  Mason 
Will  Case*  and  the  Thompson  Will  Case.f 

In  1860  the  firm  of  O'Conor,  Fullerton  &  Dunning  was  dissolved,  and  Mr« 
Fullerton  established  the  firm  of  Fullerton,  Raymond  &  Knox.  This  was  subse- 
quently merged  into  the  firm  of  Fullerton  &  Knox,  Fullerton,  Knox  &  Rudd, 
Fullerton  &  Knox,  and  since  1878,  Fullerton,  Knox  &  Crosby. 

During  the  past  fifteen  years  Mr.  Fullerton  is  said  to  have  participated  in  the 
trial  of  more  causes  than  any  lawyer  who  has  ever  lived  in  the  city  of  New  York 
for  an  equal  period  of  time.  He  has  been  engaged,  upon  one  side  or  the  other, 
in  most  of  the  litigations  recognized  at  the  time  as  the  celebrated  causes  of  the 
day.  His  efforts  in  the  Lawrence  Will  Case,^  before  the  general  term  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  on  the  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  Surrogate  rejecting  the  will 
will  long  be  remembered  by  the  judges  who  sat  at  that  tenn,  and  by  his  profes- 
sional brethren  who  were  in  attendance  at  the  time  of  the  argument,  as  one  of 
the  ablest  forensic  efforts  ever  made  in  the  city  of  New  York.  In  numerous 
complicated  railway  litigations  and  controversies  which  occupied  the  courts  of 
this  State  for  several  years,  Mr.  Fullerton  has  borne  a  prominent  part,  the  man- 
igement  of  the  interests  of  one  or  the  other  of  the  contending  parties  being 
most  always  intrusted  to  him. 

In  the  celebrated  case  of  MUan  v.  OraJuim,  he  succeeded  in  recovering  a  judg- 
ment of  about  $74,000  as  damages  for  malicious  prosecution.  This  is  believed 
to  be  the  largest  verdict  ever  given  in  this  country  by  a  jury  in  such  a  case,  and 
is  believed  to  be  the  largest  ever  given  in  any  country  for  a  similar  case.  His 
connection  as  one  of  the  leading  counsel  for  the  defense  in  the  many  indictments 
and  civil  proceedings  which  have  been  taken  against  William  M.  Tweed  and 
others,  is  still  fresh  in  the  mind  of  the  public. 

In  the  summer  of  1868,  while  absent  in  the  woods  of  Canada  on  a  hunting 
excursion,  he  was  appointed  by  Gov.  Fenton,  justice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  to  fill 
a  vacancy.     By  this  appointment  he  became  ex-officio  a  member  of  the  Court  of 

♦  Mason  v.  Jones  (2  Bradf.  181,  325).  In  this  case  a  bill  was  filed  by  Mr. 
Fullerton  to  divide  an  estate  valued  at  about  $6,000,000.  It  nearly  doubled  in 
value  before  the  case  was  decided. 

t  Thompson  v.  Thompson  (21  Barb.  107 ;  affirming  2  Bradf.  449). 

X  Laiorence  v.  Norton  (45  Barb.  448). 
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Appeals,  «nd  sat  in  that  court  daring  the  continuance  of  his  term  of  office.  At 
the  election  following  his  appointment,  he  was  elected  without  opposition  for  the 
unexpired  term  of  the  justice  whose  deatli  created  the  vacancy  in  the  office  ;* 
after  the  expiration  of  his  term  of  office,  he  declined  a  renomination,  and  at  once 
resumed  the  practice  of  his  profostsion  in  this  city. 

During  his  active  practice  of  over  twenty  years  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
Judge  Fullerton  has  heen  constantly  associated  with  or  opposed  to  all  the  lead- 
ing lawyers  of  the  State.  He  has  well  sustained  the  reputation  which  ho  has 
acquired,  of  being  one  of  the  foremost  nisi-prius  lawyers  of  the  country.  He  is 
a  most  effective  advocate,  very  quick,  always  ready,  never  taken  by  surprise, 
seizes  at  once  upon  the  controlling  facts  and  features  of  his  case,  and  presses 
them  with  resistless  force  and  energy  upon  the  jury,  never  wearying  them  with 
petty  details  or  considerations.  As  a  cross- examiner,  he  has  the  reputation  of 
having  few  equals,  and  no  superior. 

S. 

*  Judge  Fu11erton*s  opinions  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  are  reported  in  volumes 
87  to  d9  of  the  N,  7.  B^orti, 
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ROGER   A.  PRYOR. 


BOOBR  A.  Pryor  was  born  in  Dinwiddie  County,  Virginia,  July  10th,  1828. 
He  is  descended  from  the  ancient  family  of  Bland,  famous  in  the  annals  of  Vir- 
ginia.  Col.  Theodorick  Bland,  was  an  officer  in  the  army  of  the  Revolution,  a 
member  of  congress  and  of  the  convention  that  framed  the  c/>nstitution.  He 
was  the  friend  and  counselor  of  Gen.  Washington,  of  the  Marquin  de  La 
Fayette,  Thomas  Jefferson,  and  other  distinguished  men  in  the  early  history  of 
our  country.  From  the  Blands  spring  many  of  the  famous  men  of  Virginia, — 
John  Randolph,  of  Roanoke,  Henry  St.  George  Tucker,  (len.  Robert  E.  Lee,  and. 
others.  Young  Pryor  graduated  from  Hampden  Sydney  College,  in  1845,  and 
afterwards  from  the  University  of  Virginia.  He  emeriti  upon  the  practice  of 
the  law  at  Charlottsville,  Vi  rginia,  but  an  affection  of  the  throat  obliged  him  to 
abandon  it,  and  be  became  a  journalist.  His  management  of  a  small  country 
paper,  attracted  the  attention  of  the  editor  of  The  Watfhinritnn  Union,  tlien  the 
organ  of  the  Democratic  party  under  Gen.  Pierce.  Mr.  Pryor  was  offered  an 
editorial  position  in  The  Union,  which  he  accepted  in  IS-W.  During  his  associa- 
tion with  this  journal,  he  wrote  an  article  on  the  relation  between  the  United 
States  and  Great  Britain  and  Russia,  as  affect<Ml  by  the  then  pending  English  and 
Russian  war.  The  tone  of  the  article  was  anti-English.  A])pearing  in  the  jour- 
nal supposed  to  have  the  sanction  of  our  government,  it  made  a  ]jrofound  im- 
pression, especially  as  it  appeared  to  indicate  a  symi>athy  with  Russia  on  the 
part  of  President  Pierce's  administration.  While  editor  of  I'he  Union,  Mr. 
Pryor  sustained  friendly  and  confidential  relations  with  Prenident  Pierce,  who  in 
1855  appointed  him  on  a  special  mission  to  Greece  to  adjust  certain  difficulties 
with  that  country.  He  was  absent  for  a  year  in  prosecution  of  this  work, 
which  he  conducted  with  very  great  success,  receiving  the  thanks  of  the  govern- 
ment for  his  efforts. 

Mr.  Pryor  returned  from  Europe  in  1856.  The  countrj'  was  then  jmssing 
through  the  famous  "  Know-Nothing  "  Anti-Catholic  political  excitement  which 
preceded  our  civil  war.  Henry  A.  Wise  of  Virginia,  wns  candidate  for  governor 
in  opiK)Bition  to  the  **  Know-Nothing  "  movement.  Mr.  Pryor  purchased  a  share 
in  The  Richmond  Enquirer,  the  leading  newspaper  of  the  south,  and  took  an  ac- 
tive and  prominent  part  in  the  campaign,  opposing  the  mnd  theories  of  the 
•*  Know-Nothing"  Native-American  party.  The  triumph  of  Gen.  Wise,  as  gov- 
ernor, was  the  conclusive  defeat  of  the  Native- American  movement,  which  then 
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passed  out  of  the  politics  of  this  country,  and  was  succeeded  by  the  anti-slltvery 
agitation,  that  immediately  a>Bumed  the  alarming  proportions  which  culminated 
in  civil  war.  Mr.  Pryor's  conuection  with  this  campaign  ^ave  him  a  national 
reputation,  and  in  1857  he  was  elected  to  congress  from  the  district  formerly 
represented  by  John  Randolph  of  Koanoke.  Coming  into  congressional  life  with 
President  Buchanan's  administration,  Gen.  Pryor  took  an  active  part  in  affairs. 
Until  thf  secession  of  the  Southern  State.**,  he  opposed,  in  the  discusnions  of  the 
time,  all  measures  tending  to  the  disruption  of  the  Union,  resisting  the  unwise 
counsel?  of  extremists,  ]»lending  Against  violence  and  war.  In  the  last  .speech 
he  uttered  in  the  house  he  used  these  words,  which  may  be  quoted  as  an  illus- 
tration of  his  political  opinions  at  a  time  when  the  animonities  prevailed, 
"  Imagine  the  complete  subjugation  of  the  south  ;  after  every  spark  of  vitality 
is  extinguished  and  her  inanimate  form  lies  prostrate  before  you,  tell  me  what 
recompense  do  you  gain  for  the  sacrifice,  what  consolation  for  your  fratricidal 
deed?  From  the  respect  due  the  memory  of  our  common  ancestry,  for  the  sake 
of  a  land  to  be  r^nt  by  the  cruel  lacerations  of  the  sword,  and  in  reverence  of 
the  virtues  of  a  benign  religion,  we  deprecate  a  conflict  of  arms  !  By  the  per- 
suasions of  these  pious  and  pathetic  importunities,  wc  would  soothe  in  every 
breast  the  spirit  of  strife,  and  invoke  the  pacific  intervention  of  reason  for  tho 
adjustment  of  our  disputes."  But  the  disputes  between  north  and  south  had 
gone  beyond  the  "pacific  intervention  of  reason  ;**  and  when  war  beciime  inevit- 
able, and  Mr.  Lincoln  called  on  Virginia  for  her  quota  of  troops,  Mr.  Pryor  urgfsd 
her  to  stand  in  front  of  her  southern  brethren,  and  drew  his  own  sword  gallantly 
in  her  defense.  He  remained  in  Washington  until  the  inauguration  of  Mr.  Lin- 
coln, having  been  re-elected  to  his  seat  in  congress  ;  and  to  the  last  enjoyed  the 
friendship  of  some  of  the  purest  men  of  the  hostile  section,  of  Mr.  Buchanan,  Gen. 
Lewis  Cass,  Jno.  P.  Kennedy.  Gen.  Winfield  Scott,  and  others.  Like  every  true 
southerner  he  ardently  t<Jok  sides  with  his  State.  He  was  twice  elected  member 
of  the  Confederate  congress,  was  made  colonel  of  u  regiment,  and  promoted 
brigadier-general  after  the  battle  of  Williamsburg.  He  served  in  the  memor- 
able battles  around  Richmond  and  in  the  battle  of  Sharpsburg.  In  consequence 
of  a  misuuderstunding  with  Jefferson  Davis,  Gen.  Pryor  resigned  his  commis- 
sion and  volunteered  as  a  private  soldier.  For  two  years  he  served  in  the  ranks, 
and  fought  in  the  battles  around  Petersburg,  until  he  was  captured  and  impris- 
oned in  Fort  Lafayette.  A  few  weeks  before  the  end  of  the  war  he  was  released 
from  his  impristmment  by  order  of  President  Lincoln,  and  remained  at  Peters- 
burg on  parole,  until  the  surrender  of  Gen.  Lee. 

The  war  at  au  end,  the  south  subjugated,  the  old  political  system  destroyed. 
Gen.  Pryor  came  to  New  York  and  entered  upon  tho  profession  of  the  law — its 
practice  having  been  interrupted  by  years  of  journalism,  diplomacy,  and  military 
service.  He  i.s  said  to  regard  this  epoch  as  the  most  remarkable  of  his  eventful 
life.  He  came  to  a  strange  city,  30  years  of  age,  with  a  large  family,  and 
broken  in  health  from  imprisonment  and  exposure — without  a  dollar — with  no 
influential  friends,  and  uuloarne<l  in  the  law  of  the  state  he  had  cho.sen.  His  in- 
domitable courage  did  not  forsake  him,  nor  his  regard  for  the  best  interests  of  his 
beloved  State.  His  last  political  act  was  to  address  a  letter  to  his  former  con- 
stituents in  Virginia,  urging  them  to  accept  gracefully  the  inevitable  issues  of 
the  war,  and  to  acx:ord  at  once  the  right  of  sufirage  to  the  negro  citizens  of  the 
south,  and  to  enter  heartily  upon  the  work  of  reconciliation  and  reconstruction. 
From  that  time  to  the  present  Gen.  Pryor  has  devoted  himself  to  the  study  and 
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practice  of  his  profession,  for  which  he  ia  said  to  feel  the  greatest  enthusiasm. 
During  his  practice  here  he  has  been  connected  with  many  notable  cases,  among 
others  that  of  the  man  named  Pratt,  who  shortly  afier  the  war,  had  been  impris- 
oned in  one  of  our  forts  on  a  charge  of  murdering  some  negroes  in  Jefferson, 
Texas.  Gen.  Pryor  defended  Pratt,  and  secured  his  attendance  in  court  by  a 
writ  of  Jiobeas  corpus.  There  was  much  excitement  and  prejudice  against  the 
prisoner,  but  his  discharge  was  secured. 

When  the  controversy  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher  assumed  a  legal 
aspect.  Gen.  Pryor  was  retained  by  Mr.  Tilton,  and  took  a  prominent  part  in  the 
case. 

He  made  the  argument  before  the  (^ourt  of  Appeals  and  the  general  term  of  the 
City  Court  resisting  the  grantinsr  to  the  defendant  of  a  bill  of  particiilarp.  as  well 
as  an  argument  before  Judge  Neilson  in  favor  of  the  competency  of  Mr.  Tilton 
as  a  witness.  Upon  these  two  questions  the  case  of  Mr.  Tilton  depended  largely. 
In  both  of  these  contests  Gen.  Pryor  was  opposed  by  Mr.  Evarts,  and  his  argu- 
ments gave  him  great  celebrity  as  a  profound  and  accomplished  lawyer,  succeed- 
ing in  both  o.  his  motions.  It  iu  understood  that  his  duly  in  the  case  was  the 
preparation  of  law  points,  the  study  of  authorities,  and  general  consultation. 

Gen.  Pryor  is  a  man  of  wide  scholarship,  an  eloquent  orator,  a  vigorous  writer, 
of  the  highest  personal  character,  and  although  a  youug  man,  he  has  taken  a 
conspicuous  part  in  the  great  events  of  the  age. 

In  journalism,  in  diplomacy,  in  legislation,  in  war,  and  in  the  practice  of  the 
law,  it  has  been  his  fortune  to  be  called  upon  to  assume  responsible  duties,  and 
he  has  fulfilled  them  all  with  courage,  dignity,  ability,  and  honor. 

E.  W. 
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SAMUEL   D.   MORRIS. 


Samuel  D.  Morris  was  bom  in  Monmoutb  County,  New  Jersej.  His 
father,  Robert  P.  Morris,  was  a  farmer,  actuallj  engaged  in  the  pursuit  of  agri- 
culture at  the  time  of  his  son's  birth.  The  early  years  of  the  subject  of  our 
sketch  were  spent  upon  his  father's  farm,  in  tilling  the  soil.  Not  richly  en- 
dowed with  wealth,  the  father  and  his  sons  were  compelled  to  work  winter  and 
summer,  early  and  late.  Hence  it  was  that  young  Samuel  was  unable  to  receive 
instruction  in  anything  but  the  cultivation  of  the  ground.  However,  arriving  at 
the  age  of  twenty -one,  he  acted  upon  a  resolve  long  previously  formed.  He 
entered  upon  a  regular  course  of  schooling,  at  Leedsville,  in  his  native  State, 
with  the  same  intense  energy  which  has  marked  his  subsequent  career.  After  a 
few  months  spent  at  this  place,  he  connected  himself  with  the  academy  at  Horn- 
del,  where  he  remained  for  six  months,  when  the  principal  of  the  institution  re- 
moving to  Johnstown,  N.  Y.,  young  Morris  followed  him,  and  remained  under 
his  charge  until  thoroughly  prepared  for  a  collegiate  course.  Selecting  Rutgers' 
College  as  the  institution  at  which  to  complete  his  education,  he  was  admitted  to 
the  sophomore  class.  Having  finished  his  course  here,  he  went  to  the  Law 
School  at  Ballston  Spa,  then  in  high  repute  as  a  training  school  for  young  law- 
yers,  and  under  the  able  charge  of  Prof.  J.  W.  Fowler.  This  was  in,  1B49.  In 
passing,  we  may  remark  that  his  prominence  in  the  debates,  which  were  a 
feature  of  the  training  at  this  school,  gave  him  the  highest  prize  within  the  gift 
of  the  school.  Among  his  associates  at  Rutgers  and  the  Ballston  school,  were 
Judge  Bedle,  now  Governor  of  New  Jersey,  and  Judge  Larremore,  of  New  York. 
A  year  later,  July  3rd,  1850,  Mr.  Morris  was  admitted  to  the  practice  of  the  law 
at  Plattsburg,  N.  Y. ;  and  in  the  spring  of  1851,  he  came  to  Brooklyn  to  enter 
upon  his  profession. 

About  the  time  of  his  settling  in  Brooklyn,  Pierce  had  been  nominated  for 
the  presidency,  and  our  young  lawyer,  an  ardent  Democrat,  entered  most  enthusi- 
astically into  the  campaign.  Upon  the  hustings  nightly,  in  that  vigorous  can- 
vass, his  voice  was  heard  urging  the  principles  of  the  Democratic  doctrine.  His 
abilities  and  rare  qualities  as  a  speaker  were  thus  made  known  to  his  fellow- 
citizens.  His  speeches,  and  the  pronounced  quality  of  his  political  doctrines, 
brought  him  into  favorable  notice. 

In  the  following  fall  of  1853,  he  received  the  Democratic  nomination  for 
assembly,  and,  in  the  face  of  a  strong  and  bitter  opposition,  was  elected  by  an 
overwhelming  majority.  Three  members  then  represented  the  interests  of 
Kings  county  in  the  State  assembly.  The  session  in  which  he  took  part  was 
•zciting.    Horatio  Seymour  was  governor.     The  "  Maine  Law  '*  excitement  was 
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Ht  its  heigbt»  and  the  temperance  interests  were  active  and  aggressive.  In  tli» 
discussions  which  ensued,  Mr.  Morris  took  an  active  part,  and  was  appointed  lu 
the  committee  to  which  was  referred  the  bill  which  had  been  introduced  favor- 
iuijr  tlie  prohibitory  law.  That  committee  consisted  of  nine  members,  eight  of 
whom  reported  in  favor  of  the  passage  of  the  bill.  Mr.  Morris,  however, 
offered  a  minority  report  to  the  contrary.  The  hill,  however,  was  passed  ;  but 
OoviTuor  S(;ymour  promptly  returned  it  with  his  veto,  and  in  his  message,  fol- 
lowed very  closely  the  line  of  argument  employed  by  Mr.  Morris  in  his  minority 
report. 

After  the  adjournment  of  the  Legislature,  Mr.  Morris  was  appointed  Corpo- 
ration Attorney  to  the  city  of  Brooklyn.  In  the  spring  of  1855,  the  Legislature 
having  re-passed  the  Maine  Law  Bill,  which  was  promptly  signed  by  Governor 
Myron  H.  Clark,  who  had  been  elected  as  a  temperance  candidate,  Mr.  Morris 
was  cHllfd  upon,  in  ihe'discharge  of  his  duties,  to  enforce  it.  Believing  it  to  be 
an  unjust  and  despotic  law,  and  that  he  could  not  remain  in  otTice  and  properly 
perform  its  duties  without  enforcing  it,  he  resigned  his  office  in  May,  1855.  He 
now  set  about  the  work  of  tt-sting  the  constitutionality  of  the  l.iw,  and  he 
carried  the  celebrated  "  Toi/nbee-  disc  "*  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  which  eminent 
and  learned  body  declared  the  law  to  be  unconstitutional.  Thus  was  Mr.  Morris' 
course  and  judgment^  both  in  the  Legislature  and  the  office  of  Attorney,  vindi- 
cated. 

The  ^reat  personal  triumph  of  this  opinion  lifted  him  higher  than  ever  in 
public  esteem,  and  in  the  fall  of  1855  he  was  elected  judge  of  the  County  Court, 
and  upon  this  bench  he  sat  for  the  full  term  of  four  years.  It  was  Vithin  his 
power  to  have  accepted  a  renomination,  but  he  declined  it,  and  became  a  candi- 
date for  the  district  attorneynhip,  a  ])osition  much  more  to  the  liking  of  bis 
active  and  energetic  disposition.  Ilis  failure  to  receive  the  nomination  his 
frien<is  attributed  to  political  trickery',  and  he  ran  ui)on  an  Independent  ticket. 
Disaster  overtook  the  democratic  party  in  this  campaign,  and  John  Winslow,  a 
Republican,  was  elected.  At  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  Mr.  Winslow,  during 
which  Mr.  Morris  had  sedulously  devoted  himself  to  a  lar:,^t*  and  growing  practice, 
our  subject  was  elected  district  attorney.  This  was  in  isr>'2  ;  he  was  re-elected  in 
1805,  and  again  in  1808,  having  served  in  this  most  im]>ortant  office  three  terms, 
or  nine  vt^ars. 

The  fact  that  Judge  Morris  was  elected  three  times  is  sufficient  to  show  the 
confidence  rei>()sed  in  him  by  the  voters  of  Brooklyn,  and  we  might,  with  justice, 
point  to  that  fact  alone  as  a  record  of  honor.  But  Ju'ige  Morris*  course  as 
district  attorney  was  marked  by  the  greatest  enfriry.  the  most  rigid  enforcement 
of  the  laws,  and  the  most  relentless  pursuit  of  eriiuiiials. 

Before  his  assumption  of  the  duties  of  the  olfice,  the  *'  Diamond  Murder  "  had 
occurred.  Sijrismund  Fellner,  who  had  conie  to  tliis  country  in  1S()1.  because  of 
domestic  difficulties  at  home  in  Germany,  brought  with  liim  a  large  amount  of 
diamonds.  Arriving  in  New  York,  he  made  the  accjuaintance  of  a  countryman, 
named  Ratzky.  A  strong  intimacy  growing  uj)  betw(M»n  them,  they  came  to 
Brooklyn  to  reside  together.  Not  long  after  this,  the  body  of  Fellner  was  found 
floating  off  the  New  Jersey  shore  n«*ar  Keyport.  Ratzky  was  at  once  arrested 
upon  suspicion,  but  had  not  been  brought  to  trial  when  Judge  Morris  became 
district  attorney.  The  new  incumbent  at  once  took  up  this  work.  A  month 
was  spent  in  the  preparation  of  the  case.  The  difficulty  of  this  task  will  be  ap- 
*  See  The  People  v.  Toyuhcc  (20  Barb.  108  ;  S.  C.  13  N.  Y.  378). 
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preciated  when  it  is  known  that  two  years  had  elapsed  since  the  commission  of 
the  crime,  and  much  of  the  evidence  had  been  scattered.  Edwin  James,  the  dis- 
tinguished English  advocate,  had  then  but  lately  come  to  this  country,  and  was 
in  the  full  bloom  of  his  deserved  reputation  as  an  able  lawyer  ;  he,  with  the  late 
ex-Judge  Stuart,  were  engaged  for  the  defense.  But  notwithstanding  their 
brilliant  efforts  for  their  client,  so  complete  was  the  chain  of  evidence  produced 
by  the  prosecution,  that  Fellner  was  convicted  of  murder  in  the  first  decree.  So 
searchinjr  liad  been  the  examination  into  the  case,  so  complete  and  minute,  that 
even  the  clothes  of  Fellner  were  found  after  an  expiration  of  two  years,  and 
brought  into  court. 

In  the  case  of  Tates,  who  had  been  arrested  for  the  murder  of  Curran,  the 
policeman,  this  quality  of  sleuth-hound  persistency  and  tireless  energy,  was  even 
more  manifest.  This  case  was  taken  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  where  a  new  trial 
was  ordered.*  Upon  the  second  trial,  Yates  was  convicted  of  murder  in  the 
second  degree. 

Probably  no  case  in  which  Judge  Morris  acted  as  prosecutor,  up  to  the  time 
of  the  Tilt<m.Beecher  case,  ever  excited  greater  attention  than  the  "  Otero 
Murder  Ca»c.*'  And  this  because  of  the  mystery  which  at  first  surrounded  the 
deed.-  Otero  was  a  wealthy  Cuban,  who  had  come  to  this  country  upon  business. 
During  hi.s  stay  in  New  York,  he  was  enticed  by  two  Spaniards,  Qonzales  and 
Salvatior,  who.se  acquaintance  he  had  made,  to  Brooklyn,  and  was  murdered  by 
them  in  the  city  park.  The  two  men  were  convicted.  The  general  term  of  the 
Supreme  Court  reversed  the  decision  of  the  court  of  oyer  and  terminer,  but  Judge 
Morris,  carrying  the  case  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  obtained  a  reversal  of  the 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  the  murderers  were  executed. f 

Of  other  case^,  which  will  be  well  remembered,  was  the  Skidmore  MurdeTy 
or  **  Air  Gun  Murder,**  as  it  was  better  known.  Skidmore,  pending  the  trial, 
cheated  the  gallows  by  committing  suicide  in  his  cell. 

Oniheyist  dayof  December,  1872,  Mr.  Morris  yielded  up  the  district  attorney- 
ship, which  he  liad  held  for  nine  years,  and  has  since  devoted  hiniself  exclusively 
to  his  large  practice  both  criminal  and  civil.  Among  the  more  recent  cases  in  which 
Judge  Morris  has  won  much  credit  may  be  mentioned  the  defense  of  Fanny 
Uyde,  and  the  prosecution  of  a  large  number  of  the  claims  of  those  who  suf- 
fered from  the  disaster  to  the  Staten  Island  ferryboat  "  Westfield." 

Socially  Judge  Morris  is  one  who  surrounds  himself  wiih  friends.  Some- 
what rcjserved  and  reticent  in  his  intercourse  with  .strangers,  his  friendships  are 
of  slow  growth,  but  when  grown,  strong,  healthy,  and  wholesome,  lasting  with 
life,  and  not  overthrown  by  every  summer  breeze  that  blows  from  the  west. 
His  frien<l8hip  once  gained,  his  confidence  once  won,  and  there  is  revealed  a 
warm  heart  beating  with  generous  impulses,  and  a  spirit  accommodating,  agree- 
able, and  sacrificing. 

Twice  married,  he  has  made  for  himself  a  happy  home,  and  it  is  at  his  own 
fireside,  perhaps,  after  all,  that  he  is  seen  at  the  best  advantage.  The  further 
fame  and  reputation  he  has  won  by  his  participation  in  the  great  Tilton-Beechor 
case,  will  be  best  determined  when  the  passions  and  prejudices  it  has  engen- 
dered, have  had  time  to  cool. 


W.  C.  H. 


♦  Totes  V.  Pei^h  (32  N.  Y.  509). 
t  Pe(/Dle  V.  Gonzales  (35  N.  Y.  49). 


THOMAS  E.  PEARSALL. 


Mr.  Thomas  E.  Pbarsall,  of  counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  is  33  years  of  age 
and  is  the  only  Brooklyn -born  lawyer  retained  in  this  distinctively  Brooklyn 
case.  Though  the  junior  of  any  of  the  other  legal  gentlemen  in  this  controversy, 
Mr.  Pearsall  lias  nevertheless  been  in  active  practice  at  the  bar  for  a  dozen  years, 
and  in  that  time  has  become  identified  with  many  leading  cased  in  the  second 
judicial  district.  Mr.  Pearsall  was  born  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn  in  the  year  1842. 
His  ancestors  for  several  generations  have  been  Brooklynites,  and  his  grand- 
father was  the  owner  of  that  densely  populated  portion  of  the  city,  geographi- 
cally and  traditionally  known  as  Pearsall's  Farm.  Had  the  property  been 
devised  from  father  to  son,  instead  of  sold,  as  it  was  long  before  Brooklyn's 
magnitude  was  foreseen,  the  possession  of  it  by  one  family  would  rate  them 
among  the  most  affluent  persons  in  any  country.  It  was  not  to  be  so,  however, 
and  now  thousands  of  people  divide  among  them  what  was  once  the  estate  of  a 
single  gentleman,  "  situated  some  miles  out  of  the  town  of  Brooklyn." 

Mr.  Pearsall  attended  the  public  school  of  Brooklyn,  and  acquired  a  solid, 
practical  education,  up  to  the  time  when  he  resolved  to  choose  his  course  in  life. 
He  was  led  towards  the  law  ;  while  only  15  years  old  he  entered  the  office  of  Ex- 
Judge  Samuel  Garrinon,  of  Brooklyn.  In  that  office  he  remained  as  helper  and 
student  in  one,  till  he  had  just  attained  his  21st  year.  He  was  then  admitted  to 
the  bar,  by  examination  at  Poughkeepsie.  For  the  first  year  he  maintained  pro- 
fessional relations  with  Mr.  Garrison  ;  but  throughout  the  tliree  years  thereafter 
he  conducted  the  legal  business  on  his  own  account,  with  most  fluttering  and  in- 
creasing success,  and  during  that  period  he  \yas  retained  as  attorney  and  counsel 
for  one  of  the  heirs  under  the  will  of  Peter  O'Hara,  deceased  ;  there  was  a  large 
amount  of  property  involved,  the  distribution  of  a  large  portion  of  which  de- 
pended upon  the  construction  of  the  will  of  the  deceased.  Opposed  to  Mr. 
Pearsall  in  this  case  was  Hon.  Henry  C.  Murphy.  The  case  was  carried  by 
appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and  resulted  in  a  decision  in  favor  of  Mr.  Pear- 
sail's  client.* 

On  December  23d,  1867,  he  was  tendered  a  partnership  relation  by  Ex- Judge 
Samuel  D.  Morris,  then  district  attorney  of  Kinjrs  county.  The  offer  was  ac- 
cepted, and  the  relation  has  continut^d  with  pleasure  and  distinction  to  both  gen- 
tlemen until  the  present  time.      From  1808  to  1872  Mr.  Pearsall  was  the  assist* 

*  (fHara  v.  Bewr  (3  Abb.  Ct.  App.  Doc.  407). 
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ant  district  attorney  of  Kings  coonty,  and  he  discharged  with  intelligence  and 
ndflity  and  great  expedition,  the  duties  of  that  office,  in  addition  to  his  share 
in  tlie  private  business  of  the  firm  of  Morris  k  Pearsall.  Darinj;  the  period  last 
iudicated,  Mr.  Pearsall  has  appeared  in  the  Fanny- Hyde -Watson  and  the  Irish- 
Anderson  nmrder  cases,  and  in  other  almost  as  celebrated  civil  and  criminal 
issues.  In  the  cases  ennmemted.  the  sides  represented  by  Mr  Pearsall  have 
lK>cn  saccesflfal  in  tlie  final  result  attained  by  the  trial  of  the  causes.  In  the 
case  of  TiUon  v.  BeecJwr.  Mr.  Pearsall  for  the  plaintiff  has  been  intrusted  witji 
much  of  the  preparation  of  the  evidence,  and  with  part  of  the  preparation  and 
arrangement  of  the  authorities  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  in  the  many 
v^eighty  law  questions  affecting  the  litigation.  That  he  has  discharged  this 
onerous  and  not  publicly-apparent  d(ity  with  great  research  and  with  exhaustive 
skill,  his  professional  ashociates  and  opponents  have  abundantly  attested  by  their 
labors  upon  the  subject,  and  their  elaborate  and  prolonged  development  in  the 
public  trial  of  the  case. 

Mr.  Pearsall  is  of  medium  height,  compact  build,  and  unaffected  bearing  ; 
and  both  as  a  counsel  and  an  advocate  he  has  won  great  respect  and  a  strong 
position,  alike  with  his  profession  and  with  the  public. 

A.  H.  0. 


THEODORE   TILTON. 


The  Tiltons  are  an  old  West  of  England  family — large  limbed  and  full- 
blooded  ;  the  sort  of  men  who  made  Queen  Elizabeth's  yeomanry  the  strongest 
broad -h wo rders  in  Europe.  In  the  year  1250  there  was  a  progenitor  of  the  race 
who  built  a  stone  church,  which  exists  to  this  day.  From  him  there  has  lately 
been  traced  an  unbroken  line  of  Tiltons,  all  of  the  earlier  sort.  Every  one  of 
them  seem?  to  have  been  nourished  and  thriven  on  a  strong,  simple,  and  con- 
science-making spiritual  diet.  They  were  churchmen  of  the  state  establishment 
and  also,  oddly  enough,  conservatives. 

One  might  liav*?  expected  to  find  the  .name  hero  and  there  on  the  muster-roll 
of  the  Ironsid 's.  'But  none  of  them  fought  under  Cromwell.  Their  sword-arms 
smote  for  (Jod  und  King  C^iarles.  and  when  the  Revolution  submerged  their 
country,  tliey  were  washed  out  of  sight,  for  awhile,  like  tree-tops  by  a  flood. 

When  the  Hesi oration  brought  loyalty  out  of  its  hiding-places,  the  Tiltons 
came  out  likewise,  but  Charles  the  Second  had  a  short  memory,  and  among  the 
many  sacrifices  which  had  no  compensation,  was  theirs. 

Shortly  after  the  **  May  Flower  "  spread  her  white  wings  westward  for  a 
second  time,  the  Tiltons  prepared  sadly  for  emigration,  and  in  the  very  day- 
break of  the  colonial  period,  some  of  them  took  passage  for  the  unexplored 
forests  of  America.  Two  families  of  the  parent  stock  made  settlement  in  New 
England.  A  third  fluttered  for  awhile  like  Noah's  embassador,  and  at  last  found 
a  refuge  in  New  Jersey. 

In  the  travail  of  revolution,  the  New  England  Tiltons  stood  manfully  by  the 
infant  republic,  the  New  Jersey  Tiltons  just  as  manfully  by  the  mother  country 
But  when  American  Independence  had  been  accomplished,  the  children  of  the 
Protestant  Tiltons  were  numbered  with  its  most  faithful  upholders. 

Born  in  Monmouth,  New  Jersey,  was  Silas  Tilton,  the  father  of  Theodore, 
For  wife  he  took  Eusebia  Tilton,  who  stood  in  no  relation  to  him  though  bj 
coincidence  her  name  was  identical  with  his  own.  These  parents  are  living  to- 
day. The  father  is  a  large,  grave,  magisterial  character,  such  as  in  early  settle- 
ments would  have  controlled  his  neighbors.  He  is  sober  and  reverend  as  a  Puri- 
tan, rich  in  all  the  endowments  of  a  ])ractical  religious  faith,  apostolic  in  his 
dignity,  and  severely  plain  as  one  of  the  forefathers  of  this  American  people. 
The  mother  is  of  a  like  physical  and  s])iritual  conformation.  Her  face  is  tbe 
face  of  George  Washington  over  again,  beaming  with  a  glow  of  piety  and  wear- 
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iog  outward  marks  of  resolution,  force,  and  matronly  yirtue.  These  good  people 
— now  aged  aiid  venernble— arf  greatly  respected  in  their  neighborhood. 

Their  sou,  Theodore  T  ton,  was  lorn  on  the  2d  of  October,  1885,  in  New 
York.  They  had  also  two  other  son^  and  a  daughter — whereof  the  daughter,  a 
stately  and  handsome  lady,  nhnie  survives. 

Theodore  in  bis  boyhood  was  sent  to  Public  School,  No.  1.  There  he  soon 
masiered  the  rudini'  nts  of  a  c  mtiion  education,  and  tlience  he  was  promoted  in 
1849  to  the  Free  Academy,  aft«*r\varH  cft]le<I  tlie  ('oUege  of  the  City  of  New  York. 

It  was  while  he  waa  a  child  at  Public  School,  No.  1,  that  he  had  a  playfellow 
named  Joseph  H.  Kicharda,  whose  sister  Elizabeth,  though  small,  was  a  kind 
and  wise  tutor  ol  her  brotli.  r  auii  his  friend. 

hi  the  same  class  with  Tiltou  at  the  Frte  Academy  was  a  bright,  mischieyous, 
amiable  boy,  with  chestnut  hair  and  laughing  eyes,  who  was  as  quick  as  the 
first  scholars,  but  inclined  rather  to  play  and  merriment  than  to  work.  This  was 
Frank  Moulion. 

Tilton  loved  botli  work  and  play.  *'  His  intensity  in  either  occupation,"  says 
a  fritnd,  **  was  frightful."  Ho  would  run  and  jump  with  the  nimblest,  and  his 
tasks  were  always  completed  faultlessly,  lie  was  fond  of  learning  for  its  own 
sake,  and  he  cared  at  no  time  to  succeed  in  mere  emulation  of  others.  His  health 
was  excellent,  and  his  jtltyxique  perfect.  Nothing  exhausted  him,  either  in  his 
recreations  or  his  duties.  He  was  early  bent  toward  literature,  and  his  class- 
mates elected  liim  to  edit  the  college  magazine.  In  debate  he  always  shone. 
His  remarkable  predominance  in  discussion  has  been  attributed  to  a  resolution 
never  to  defend  or  advocat^j  a  subject  unless  he  conscientiously  believed  in  it. 
All  his  instincts,  as  well  as  all  his  energies,  were  always  on  the  side  for  which 
he  argued. 

Among  Tilton's  classmates  were  a  goodly  number  of  embryo  clerjfymen,  to 
wit :  the  Rev.  Franklin  S.  Rising,  who  was  killed  some  years  ago  by  a  steamboat 
collision  on  the  Ohio  ;  the  Rev.  Joseph  Anderson,  a  theological  writer  of  the 
Congregational  denomination  ;  the  Rev.  Edwin  Bel  four,  a  leading  Lutheran 
minister ;  the  Rev.  James  Little,  and  the  Rev.  George  Poet.  Also  among  his 
classmates  was  P.  B.  Wight,  architect  of  the  Mercantile  Library  in  Brooklyn 
and  the  Academy  of  Design  in  New  York. 

In  1854  Theodore  Tilton's  class  graduated,  but  Theodore  refused  to  accept  a 
diploma,  regarding  such  a  badge  as  part  and  parcel  of  the  system  of  medals  and 
prizes — a  system  which  he  then  characterized  as  "  unrepublican  and  deleterious." 
He  said,  *'  bright  students  need  no  prizes,  dull  ones  are  discouraged  by  them," 
His  fallier  offered  him  a  gold  watch  if  he  would  achieve  a  certain  object,  Tilton 
won  the  watch  but  refused  it. 

He  had  learned  phonography  before  he  was  fifteen,  and  shortly  after  leaving- 
college  became  the  amanuensis  of  Rev.  Samuel  Irenseus  Prime,  D.D.,  editor  of 
T?u  NeiD  York  Observer.  Dr.  Prime  had  been  requested  by  the  Harpers  to 
prepare  two  volumes  of  oriental  travels  for  their  house,  and  to  Tilton  was  in 
trusted  the  responsibility  of  arranging  the  author's  manuscript  for  the  press. 
So  pleased  was  Dr.  Prime  with  his  skill,  promise,  and  industry,  that  he  retained 
his  amanuensis  in  a  subordinate  post  upon  The  Observer. 

Meanwhile  the  Richards  family  had  removed  to  Brooklyn,  and  the  elder 
Tiltons  contemplated  returning  to  New  Jersey.  The  intimacy  between  young 
Theodore  and  the  small,  shy,  pensive  maiden,  who  was  nearly  two  years  his 
senior,  had  been  kept  up  without  abatement.    The  present  Mrs.  Morse^then  a 
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widow  named  Mrs.  Richards — offered  him  a  home  under  the  same  roof  with 
her  Bon  and  daujrhter.  The  Richards  family  was  as  re1ig:ious  as  the  TiltODS, 
and  conptantly  attended  the  preaching  of  Henry  Ward  Beecher  in  Plymouth 
Church. 

Frequenting  Plymouth  Cliurch  with  Elizabeth  Richards,  and  hovering  on  the 
outer  edge  of  Mr.  Beecher's  friendship,  Theodore  Tilton  became  acquainted  with 
Mr.  Daniel  Burgens,  who  desired  to  have  Mr.  Beecher's  sermons  reported,  and 
who,  to  that  end,  employed  Theodore.  Every  Sunday  the  young  stenographer 
would  sit  in  the  Burgess  ]>ew  and,  on  a  small  desk  which  he  had  therein  con- 
trived, reported  the  sermon.  He  was  the  first  shorthand  reporter  who  system- 
atically *'  took  "  Mr.  Bt'echer's  discourses. 

On  his  twentieth  birthday,  the  2nd  of  October,  1855,  he  was  married  by  Mr. 
Beecher  to  Elizabeth  Richards,  the  bride  being  twenty-one  years  and  five 
months  old. 

In  the  spring  of  185G,  Henry  C.  Bowen,  to  whom  Theodore  Tilton  had  been 
heartily  commended  by  Mr.  Burgess,  sent  for  Mr.  Tilton  and  offered  him  $700  a 
year  to  do  some  literary  work  on  The  Independent.  That  journal  was  then  con- 
ducted by  three  clerical  editors — Dr.  Bacon,  Dr:  Storrs  and  Dr.  Thompson.  Mr. 
Beecher  contributed  weekly  articles  over  a  star  ;  hence  the  series  was  called 
"  The  Star  Papers." 

In  18(31  the  three  doctors  of  divinity  abdicated  their  triple  seat,  and  Mr. 
Beecher  became  e<iitor-iu-chief,  Tilton  beinjf  employed  as  his  assistant. 

This  was  the  period  of  tlie  civil  war,  and  TTie  Independent  was  Northern  and 
abolitional  in  its  sentiment. 

Tiltou's  ardent  spirit  was  instantly  engaged  in  the  crusade,  and  he  made  his 
first  speech  in  public  in  Willow  Hall,  Orange,  New  Jersey.  In  his  twenty-third 
year  he  was  introduced,  in  a  warm  and  eloquent  speech,  by  Wendell  Phillips,  as 
one  of  the  apostles  of  emancipation.  He  spoke  and  wrote  for  the  anti-slavery 
cause  with  all  the  fire  of  a  strong  and  youthful  mind.  So  conscientious  was  hia 
devotion  that  he  would  not  allow  the  Anti-Slavery  Society  to  pay  so  much  as  his 
traveling  expenpes.  His  heart  was  moved  to  the  service  by  a  spectacle  which  he 
once  beheld  in  the  slave  market  of  Richmond.  A  mother  and  her  three  children 
were  put  up  for  sale  in  three  lots.  Herself  and  her  suckling  babe  were  sold  into 
one  State,  her  little  girl  and  her  little  boy  into  two  others. 

When  Mr.  Beecher  went  as  a  special  ambassador  to  England,  Theodore  Til- 
ton succeeded  him  in  the  editorial  conduct  of  The  Independent.  During  the 
troublous  years  of  the  war.  he  labored  with  tongue  and  pen  for  the  national 
cause  ;  and  when  the  end,  for  which  he  had  striven  as  zealously  as  any  man, 
came,  Theodore  Tilton  found  himself  one  of  the  representative  men  of  his 
country. 

He  lectured  for  six  years  on  various  literary,  social,  and  philosophic  topics, 
and  steadily,  year  by  year,  his  reputation  increased.  In  1870,  Sir.  Bowen,  having 
bought  The  Brooklyn  Union,  urged  Tilton  to  take  charge  of  it  as  editor  in-chief. 
From  that  date  to  the  present  his  history  \ia  already  becoibe  public  property. 

Though  his  intellectual  achievements  have  principally  been  ephemeral  feats 
of  journalism  and  oratory,  Theodore  Tilton  has  left  here  and  there  a  more  per- 
manent impress  upon  the  recollection  of  his  countrymen.  He  has  contributed  to 
most  of  the  leading  magazines,  and  has  published  a  volume  of  poems  entitled 
"  The  Sexton's  Tale  ;  "  a  volume  of  essays  entitled  "  Sanctum  Sanctorum"  and  a 
Dovel  entitled  "  Tempest  Tossed."    All  of  these  have  been  very  favorably  re- 
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ceiTed— tboagh  m  a  polemical  writer  'and  as  a  lecturer  lie  effected  his  greatest 
success. 

At  the  period  of  liis  marriage  he  boarded  for  a  year  with  his  mother-in-law. 
Afterwards  he  removed  to  Oxford-street,  then  to  No.  48  Liyingstone-street.  In 
1866  he  boaght  the  boose  No.  174  Liyingstone-street,  in  which  he  resides  to  this 
day. 

Four  children  were  bom  to  him  and  his  wife  Elizabeth — Florence,  a  lovelj 
girl  of  eighteen ;  Alice,  a  promising  child  of  fourteen ;  Carroll,  a  bright  and 
handsome  boy  of  ten,  and  little  Ralph,  the  baby  of  this  distracted  household. 

A.  D.  a. 


FRANCIS   D.   MOULTON. 


Fbancis  D.  Moulton,  one  of  the  prominent  witnesses  in  tUs  remarKable 
trial,  belongs  to  an  old  and  liighly  respected  family  of  English  descent,  settled 
in  Connecticut.  His  ancestors  were  wealthy  farmers,  of  that  plucky,  independ- 
ent, indomitable  sort  which  gave  character  to  the  colonies  and  prepared  the  way 
for  the  Revolution  and  what  followed  it.  They  all  had  a  good  deal  of  the  declara- 
tion of  independence  in  them  ;  and  one  of  them  raised  a  regiment  of  soldiers  and 
did  brave  service  at  Bunker's  Hill  under  the  eye  of  the  heroic  Warren,  whom  he 
knew  well,  and  of  whom  in  after  years  he  loved  to  tell.  They  were  a  hardy, 
long-lived  race,  and  the  Revolutionary  officer,  after  he  was  ninety-five,  walked 
two  miles  to  dine  with  his  son,  and  died  after  dinner,  while  sitting  in  his  chair. 
His  son  lived  to  a  hundred  and  four,  and  his  son,  the  grandfather  of  Francis,  died 
from  the  effects  of  a  sudden  cold  at  ninety -five.  His  father,  Severn  D.  Moulton,  a 
well-known  New  York  merchant,  is  still  active  and  energetic  at  the  age  of  seventy- 
five.  In  fact,  the  Moultous  have  a  habit  of  living  long  and  well.  His  mother, 
Mrs.  Catharine  Moulton,  was  a  singularly  jrentle,' lovely  woman,  who  made  the 
sweetest  impression  upon  all  who  knew  her  well  by  the  ^race  and  refinement  of 
a  nature  that  seemed  to  have  more  of  heaven  than  earth  in  its  composition — a 
woman  who  was  good  without  trying  to  be  so,  and  who  did  good  without  effort 
and  without  seeming  to  Vnow  it.  Her  spirit  flowed  as  naturally  into  charities  as 
a  bird's  heart  into  song.  Her  influence  over  her  three  children  was  characterized 
by  gentleness,  simplirity,  and  sincerity. 

Francis,  the  second  son,  was  born  in  New  York,  in  1836.  His  earlier  years 
were  spent  under  the  immediate  influence  of  his  mother,  who  was  his  teacher 
also.  In  1849  he  entered  the  institution  now  known  as  the  College  of  the  City  of 
New  York.  Its  faculty  at  that  time  included,  among  others,  Prof essor  Ross  and 
Gen.  Franklin,  graduates  of  West  Point,  Wolcott  Gibbs.  Horace  Webster,  and 
Theodore  Irving.  Delicate  in  health,  and  unu.^ed  to  severe  application,  he  was 
more  distinguished  for  the  quickness  of  his  wit  and  his  sunny  geniality  of  dis- 
position than  for  scholarship.  But  be  was  a  favorite  with  pupils  and  teachers, 
and  when  he  graduated,  in  1854,  was  awarded  a  medal  for  Latin,  and  another  for 
mathematics.  But  he  insisted  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  either,  the  former 
belonging  of  right  to  Edward  Belfour,  now  a  Lutheran  clergyman ;  Professor 
Rodney  Kimball,  of  the  Brooklyn  Polytechnic  Institute,  being  entitled  to  the 
latter.  Indeed,  he  determined  to  right  the  wrong  at  a  class  supper,  presenting 
the  prizes  to  the  scholars  who  had  earned  them  ;  but  before  his  purj>ose  could  be 
•carried  into  effect,  burglars  entered  his  house  and  carried  off  the  medals  with 
other  plunder.    "  Well,"  said  young  Moulton,  "  they  are  quite  as  much  entitled 
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FRAN0I8    D.    MOULTON. 

to  the  medals  as  I  was."  At  bis  graduation  he  was  assigned  an  English  oration 
on  an  uncongenial  subject,  and  when  he  mounted  the  stage  be  found  that  it  bad 
gone  from  his  memory.  He  plucked  up  courage,  however,  and  made  an  extem- 
poraneous speech,  which  was  received  with  unusual  eclat.  It  was  at  college 
that  he  made  the  acquaintance  of  Theodore  Tilton,  and  the  two  class-mates  be- 
came fast  friends.  Unlike  as  well  could  be,  their  dissimilarities  seemed  to 
strengthen  their  intimacy  and  increase  the  ardor  of  their  attachment. 

After  leaving  college,  Mr.  Moulton  thought  first  of  studying  law,  and  then  of 
entering  West  Point ;  but  ill-bealth  blocked  both  paths.  Resolved  to  go  into 
business,  be  entered  the  service  of  Messrs.  Woodruff  &  Robinson  as  office  boy  for 
$75  the  first  year.  His  industry,  fidelity,  and  marked  business  capacity  led  to 
his  steady  promotion,  till,  in  1861,  he  was  admitted  to  the  firm  as  a  partner.  He 
Boon  assumed  charge  of  the  warehouse  business  of  the  firm,  which  increased 
enormously  under  his  management.  In  1870  he  took  an  active  part  in  securing 
an  abatement  of  canal  tolls  at  Albany.  The  provisions  of  the  Canal  Debt  Fund- 
ing Bill,  which  reduced  the  toll  on  wheat  from  6  to  8  cents,  and  on  corn  from 
4  to  2  cents,  were  obtained  from  the  Legislature  very  largely  by  his  exertions. 
His  business  ambition  has  always  been  high,  and  his  position  among  merchants 
was  prominent  and  honorable.  Before  his  connection  with  this  unfortunate 
scandal  his  prospects  as  a  business  man  were  regarded  as  unusually  brilliant. 
He  was  married  in  1860,  and  for  several  years  has  resided  on  Remsen  street, 
Brooklyn  Heights,  bis  elegant  home  gaining  additional  attractions  from  the  prac- 
tice of  a  generous  hospitality. 

Mr.  Moulton's  connection  with  the  present  case  began  December  80, 1870,  when 
Mr.  Tilton  confided  his  trouble  to  him,  and  sought  his  advice  and  assistance  as 
a  friend.  Reticent  in  his  habit,  and  unusually  firm  in  his  attachments,  and  dis- 
creet in  his  conduct,  he  naturally  won  the  confidence  of  those  who  knew  him, 
and  Mr.  Beecher  felt  sure  that  in  him  he  had  a  safe  counselor  and  devoted  friend. 
The  qualities  of  mind  which  made  him  the  trusted  friend  of  these  two  men  in 
their  difllculties  are  conspicuous  in  Mr.  Moulton's  character,  and  aiford  the  key 
to  his  subsequent  conduct.  He  is  not  a  professor  of  religion,  but  his  mother  was 
a  devout  member  of  the  Reformed  Church,  and  his  father  is  a  Baptist,  austere 
and  exact  in  his  conduct,  and  while  at  college  he  was  superintendent  of  the 
Sunday-school  of  the  Mount  Pleasant  Reformed  Church.  His  literary  tastes  are 
unusually  rare  and  cultivated,  and  he  has  an  extensive  acquaintance  with  the 
best  authors,  whose  works  he  frequently  quotes  in  conversation,  and  whose  influ- 
ence appears  in  the  language  of  his  testimony,  which  is  remarkably  terse  and 
predae,  and  sometimes  elegant. 

W.  T.  C. 
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THEODORE  TILTON  v.  HENRY  WARD  BEECHER. 


SUMMONS  AND  PLEADINGS. 


THX  CITT  COURT  OF  BROOKLYN. 

Thbodorb  Tilton, 

Plaintif, 
against 

Henrt  Ward  Bbecher, 

Defendant. 


Summons. — For  Bditf, 


To  the  Defendant : — Yon  are  hereby  Bummoncd  and  required  to  answer  the 
complaint  in  this  action,  of  which  a  copy  is  herewith  served  upon  \on,  and 
to  serve  a  copy  of  your  answer  to  the  said  complainant  on  the  subscribers,  at 
their  office,  No.  193  Montague-street,  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  within  twenty 
days  after  the  service  hereof,  exclusive  of  the  day  of  such  service;  and  if 
yon  fail  to  answer  the  said  complaint  within  the  time  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff 
in  this  action  will  apply  to  the  court  for  the  relief  demanded  in  the  complaint. 
Dated  August  19th,  1874. 

Morris  &  Psarsall,  Plaintiffs  Attorneys, 


COMPLAINT. 
[TiUe  of  the  cause.] 

The  pluntifE,  complaining  of  the  defendant,  alleges:- 

I. — That  on  the  2d  day  of  October,  1855,  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  plain- 
tiff intermarried  with  Elizabeth  M.  Richards,  since  named  and  known  ak 
Elizabeth  R.  Tilton,  and  that  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  wrongs 
hereinafter  mentioned,  the  plaintiff  and  his  said  wife  were  living  together  as 
msn  and  wife  in  the  said  city  of  Brooklyn. 

IL — That  the  defendant,  coutriving  and  wilfully  intending  to  injure  the 
t— 1 


0  SUMMOy.i    A\D    PLEADINGS. 

plaintiff  and  deprive  him  of  the  comfort,  society,  aid  and  assistance  of  the 
f-aid  Elizabeth,  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff,  and  to  alienate  and  destroy  her 
affection  for  him,  heretofore  on  or  about  the  10th  day  of  October,  1868,  and 
on  divers  other  days  and  times  after  that  day  and  before  tlie  commencement 
of  this  action,  at  the  lioiise  of  the  defendant,  No.  124  Columbia-street,  City 
of  Brooklyn,  and  at  the  hoase  of  the  plaintiff,  No.  174  Livingston-street,  City 
of  Brooklyn,  wrongfully  an^l  wickedly,  and  without  the  privity  or  connivance 
of  plaintiff,  debauched  an  J  carnally  knew  the  said  Elizabeth,  then  and  ever 
since  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff,  by  me:ni<  whereof  the  affection  of  the  said 
Elizabeth  for  the  said  plaintiff  was  wholly  alienated  and  destroyed;  and  by 
reason  of  the  premises  the  plaintiff  has  wholly  lost  the  comfort,  society,  aid 
and  assistance  of  his  said  wife,  which  during  all  the  time  aforcvsaid  he  other- 
wise might  and  ought  to  have  had  and  enjoyed. 

And  has  suffered  great  distress  in  body  and  mind,  to  the  damage  of  the 
plaintiff  (me  hundred  thousand  dollars. 

Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  the 
said  sum  of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  for  the  wrongs  and  injuries  here- 
inbefore set  forth,  besides  the  costs  of  this  action. 

Morris  &  Pearsall,  Plaintljfs  Attorneys. 

City  of  Brooklyn,  County  of  Kings,  ss. ; 

Theodore  Tilton,   being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the  plaintiff  in  the 

foregoing  entitled  action  ;  that  he  has  read  the  foregoing  complaint,    and 

knows  the  contents  thereof,  and  that  the  same  is  true  of  his  own  knowledge, 

except  as  to  the  matters  therein  stated  on  information  and  belief,  and  .as  to 

those  matters  he  believes  it  to  be  true. 

Theodore  Tilton. 

Sworn  to  before  me,  this  20tli  day  of  August,  1874. 
Geo.  W.  Roderick,  Notary  Public,  Kings  County. 


ANSWER. 

[Title  of  tlie  cause,^ 

The  defendant  answers  to  the  complaint  : 

I. — That  each  and  every  allegation  in  the  said  complaint  contained 
(except  that  the  plaintiff  and  Miss  Elizabeth  M.  Richards  were  married  on 
October  2d,  1855,  and  lived  together  as  husband  and  wife  up  to  1874)  is 
utterly  false. 

11. — That  this  defendant  never  had,  at  any  time  or  at  any  place,  any 
unchaste  or  improper  relations  with  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff,  and  never 
attempted  or  sought  to  have  any  such  relations. 

Shearman  &  Sterling,  Attorneys  for  Defendant, 

State  of  New  TTampshire,  County  of  Qrafton^  ss. : 

Henry  Ward  Beecher,  being  duly  sworn,  says : 

1.  That  he  is  the  defendant  herein,  and  resides  in  the  City  of  Brooklyn, 
Kings  County,  New  York,  but  is  temporarily  residing  at  the  Twin  Mountain 
House,  Coos  County,  New  Hampshire. 


ANSWER,  8 

2.  That  he  is  sixty-one  years  of  age,  and  his  occapation  is  that  of  a 
clergyman. 

8.     That  the  foregoing  answer  is  true  of  his  own  knowledge. 

Henry  Ward  Bebchbb. 

Sworn  and  subscribed  before  me,  this  29th  day  of  August,  1874. 
Harrt  Bingham,  Justice  of  the  Pea^, 

State  of  New  Hampshire^  County  of  Oraflon : 

August  29,  1874. 

I  hereby  certify  that  I  am  Clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  said  County,  and 
that  Harry  Bingham  resides  therein,  and  is  and  was,  at  the  time  uf  taking  the 
foregoiug  ailidavit,  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  tliroughout  the  said  State,  and 
duly  authorized  by  the  laws  thereof  to  take  the  said  affidavit,  and  that  I  am 
well  acquainted  with  the  handwriting  of  the  said  Harry  Bingham,  and  verily 
believe  that  the  signature  to  the  Jurat  of  the  said  affidavit  is  genuine,  and 
that  such  affidavit  purports  to  be  taken  in  all  respects  as  required  by  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  New  Hampshire. 

In  testimony  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affixed  the  official 
seal  of  the  said  Court  the  date  above  written. 

C.  A.  Dole, 
[l.  8.]  Clerk  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Orqftan  County,  New  Hampehire. 


APPLICATION    FOR    PARTICULARS. 


APPLIOATIO:?^    FOR   PARTIOULAKS. 

ORDER  FOR  PARTICULARS  OR  TO  SHOW  CAUSE. 

[  Title  of  the  cause.] 

On  the  affidavits  of  the  defendant  and  Olin  J.  Clauson,  and  on  all  the  plead- 
ings and  proceedings,  let  tlie  plaintiff  deliver  to  the  defendant's  attorneys  a 
statement  in  writing  of  the  particular  times  and  places  at  wliich  he  expects  or 
intends  to  prove  that  any  acts  of  adultery  or  criminal  intercourse  took 
place  between  the  defendant  and  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff,  and  of  the 
particular  times  and  places  at  which  he  expects  or  intends  to  prove  that  the 
defendant  confessed  any  such  act  of  adultery  or  criminal  intercourse,  by  the 
22d  day  of  October,  1874,  at  10  o'clock  in  the  forenoon,  or  show  cause 
before  a  Special  Term  of  this  Court,  to  be  held  at  the  Court  liouse  in  the 
City  of  Brooklyn,  why  such  a  bill  of  particulars  should  not  be  delivered,  and 
why  the  plaintitT  should  not  be  precluded  from  giving  evidence  upon  tlie 
trial  of  any  such  acts  or  confessions  not  specified  in  such  bill  of  particulars. 

And  in  the  meantime  let  all  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in 

this  cause  be  stayed. 

J.  Neilson,  /.  C7.  0, 


MOVING  ATFroAVITS. 

[  7  itU  of  the  cause.  ] 

City  of  Brooklyn^  County  of  Kings,  ss. : 

IIenrt  Ward  Bbecher,  the  defendant  above-named,  being  duly  sw«m, 
says: 

I. — This  is  an  action  brought  for  alleged  criminal  conversation  with  the 
wife  of  the  plaintiff. 

II. — The  complaint  was  served  upon  my  attorneys  on  the  21st  day  of 
August,  1874,  and  my  answer  thereto  was  served  upon  thei  plaintiff's  attorneys, 
on  the  7th  day  of  September,  1874. 

III. — The  complaint  specifies  only  one  date  at  which  any  act  of  im- 
proper conduct  on  my  part  is  alleged  to  have  occurred,  to  wit:  the  10th  day 
of  October,  1868;  and,  although  it  alleges  in  general  terms  that  such  conduct 
was  repeated  on  divers  other  days  after  that  time,  it  does  not  mention  any 
other  specific  date,  nor  does  it  meiition  any  place,  except  the  residence  of  the 
plaintiff  and  my  own  residence. 

IV. — Since  the  service  of  the  complaint  and  answer  herein,  and  on  or  about 
September  18th,  1874,  the  plaintiff,  as  I  am  informed  and  believe,  published 
a  statement  over  his  own  signature  asserting  that  his  wife  and  I  had  both 
confessed  to  him  in  detail  specific  times  and  places  at  which  we  bad  main- 
tained improper  relations  with  each  other,  which  times  and  places,  however, 
other  than  October  10,  1868,  and  the  Saturday  following,  the  plaintiff  care- 
fully refrains  from  mentioning,  but  professes  to  have  within  his  own 
knowledge. 


AFFIDAVIT  a.  ff 

y. — The  assertion  that  I  ever  made  any  such  confession  to  him  is  utterly 
false;  but  I  am  advised  by  my  counsel,  and  believe  that  such  a  statement 
indicates  the  intention  of  the  plaintiff  to  produce  manufactured  evidence  in 
:iupport  of  his  allegation,  and  by  means  of  false  testimony  to  surprise  my 
counsel,  at  the  trial,  with  evidence  which  they  and  I  cannot  be  prepared  to 
meet  otherwise  than  by  my  own  simple  denial,  on  the  trial  of  this  cause. 

VI. — I  have  no  knowledge,  information,  belief,  or  suspicion  as  to  the 
times  or  places  (other  than  tho»e  specifically  mentioned  in  the  coniplaint  aud 
the  published  statement  aforesaid;  at  which  the  plaintiif  intends  or  expects 
to  prove,  or  even  to  assert,  that  any  improper  conduct  on  my  part  took  place, 
and  as  I  never  did,  in  fact,  have  any  improper  or  immoral  relations  with  hia 
wife,  I  am  entirely  at  a  loss  to  form  any  surmise  concerning  the  probable  line 
of  proof  which  will  be  adopted  by  the  plaintiff  on  the  trial  of  this  cause. 

VII. — I  have  fully  and  fairly  stated  the  case  in  this  cause  to  my  counsel, 
Thomas  G.  Shearman,  who  resides  at  No.  81  Hicks  street,  Brooklyn,  .and  I 
have  a  good  and  sul>stantial  defense  to  this  action  upon  the  merits  thereof, 
as  I  am  advised  by  my  said  counsel  and  verily  believe  ;  and  I  am  further 
advised  by  my  Raid  counsel,  and  believe,  that  I  can  not  safely  proceed  to  the 
trial  of  this  action  without  receiving  a  statement  of  the  particulars  of  the 
plaintiff's  charge  against  me,  and  especially  of  the  times  and  places  at  which 
any  and  every  act  of  adultery  or  improper  intercourse  on  my  part  is  alleged 
to  have  taken  place,  and  of  the  times  and  places  at  which  it  is  to  be  alleged 
that  I  made  any  confession  to  the  plaintiff.  Henry  Ward  Beboher. 

Sworn  to  this  17th  day  of  October,  1874,  before  me, 

LuDovic  Bbnnbt,  Notary  Public^  In  and  for  the  State  of  New  York. 


[  TitU  of  the  causf,] 

City  and  County  of  New  York : 

Olin  J.  Clauson,  being  duly  sworn,  says  : 

L — I  am  managing  clerk  in  the  office  of  Shearman  &  Sterling,  the  defend- 
ant's attorneys  herein. 

II. — The  complaint  in  this  action  was  served  upon  the  defendant's  attor- 
neys on  August  21st,  1874,  and  the  answer  was  served  on  September  7th, 
1874. 

HI. — On  September  18th,  1874,  The  Daily  Graphic,  a  newspaper  published 
in  the  City  of  New  York,  printed  and  published  a  long  statement  signed 
with  the  plaintiff's  name,  and  purporting  to  be  his  statement  of  the  facts, 
and  of  some  of  the  evidence  in  this  action.  In  this  statement,  which,  as  I 
am  informed  and  believe,  was  written  and  published  by  the  plaintiff,  he 
asserts  that  his  wife  confessed  to  him  that  she  committed  adultery  with  the 
defendant  on  October  10th,  1868,  at  his  residence,  and  at  her  own  home  in 
Livingston-street,  on  the  Saturday  evening  following,  and  '^at  intervals 
during  the  ensuing  Fall  and  Winter,  and  in  the  Spring  following ;  "  and  the 
plaintiff  adds,  in  the  said  statement,  the  following  words  :  ^'Furthermore, 
with  great  particularity,  she  mentioned  the  several  places  of  these  inter- 
views, which  I  can  not  bring  myself  to  chronicle  here. "    In  another  portion 
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• 
of  the  said  statement,  so  made  and  publislied  by  the  plaintiff,  the  following 
paragraph  occurs:  **  Certain  facts  which  Mr.  Beecher  gave  me  on  that  occa- 
sion, concerning  his  criminal  connection  with  Mrs.  Tilton — the  times,  the 
places,  the  frequency,  together  with  other  particulars,  which  I  feel  a  repug- 
nance to  name,  I  must  pass  over."  The  interview  in  which  this  confession 
is  alleged  by  the  plaintiff  to  have  been  made  by  the  defendant,  is  asserted 
by  him  to  have  taken  place  in  his  (the  plaintiff^s)  study,  but  the  time  and 
place  of  said  interview  is  not  otherwise  specified. 

IV. — This  action  has  been  noticed  for  trial  for  the  November  Term  of 
this  Court.  Olin  J.  Clauson. 

Sworn  to  before  me,  this  17th  day  of  October,  1874, 

John  J.  Thomasson,  Notary  PuUic^  X.  Y.  City  and  Co. 


[Title  of  the  oiuse.] 

City  of  BrooHyjiy  County  oj  Kings^  ss. : 

Theodore  Tiltox,  the  plaintiff  in  the  above  action,  being  duly  sworn, 
declares: 

I. — I  published  on  the  18th  of  September  last,  over  my  own  signature,  a 
careful,  candid,  and  truthful  statement,  in  reply  to  previous  false  and  calum- 
nious publications  made  against  me  by  the  Rev.  Henry  Ward  Beecher,  and 
by  a  committee  composed  of  six  of  his  partisans,  whom  he  had  previously 
instigated  to  give  him  a  one-sided  trial  for  aduUery,  and  to  acquit  him  in 
defiance  of  his  manifest  guilt,  freely  confessed  by  him  to  many  persons. 

II. — My  published  statement,  above  named,  contained  a  recital  of  thtse 
faots,  iiouestly  and  moderately  narrated,  with  careful  intent  not  to  overdraw, 
but  rather  to  underrate  the  actual  extent  and  enormity  of  the  crime  of  the 
tKiid  Beecher  against  me  by  the  seduction  of  my  wife  and  the  ruin  of  my 
home,  togetiier,  also,  with  his  subsequent  accumulation  of  base  and  dastardly 
acts,  constituting  his  desperate  defense  against  his  original  crime. 

HI. — The  affidavit  of  said  Beecher,  in  so  far  as  it  denies  or  impugns  the 
truth  of  my  aforesaid  published  statement,  is  utterly  false,  with  intent  to 
deceive  the  court  and  the  public. 

IV. — The  insinuation  in  the  aforesaid  aflBdavit  of  the  said  Beecher  that  I 
intend  to  produce  '*  manufactured  evidence"  and  '*  false  testimony"  in 
support  of  my  charge  of  adultery  against  him  is  unfounded  and  malicious. 
On  the  contrary,  I  believe,  and  so  charge,  that  the  real  object  and  purport  of 
said  motion  is  to  apprise  said  Beecher,  in  advance,  of  my  evidence  and 
witnesses,  to  the  end  that  said  evidence  may  be  deceptively  met  by  false  and 
fabricated  testimony  on  behalf  of  said  Beecher,  and  that  said  witnesses  may 
be  tampered  with  or  eloigned.  My  belief  that  such  is  the  crafty  design  of 
my  opponents  is  based  on  the  fact  that  the  greater  part  of  the  evidence 
which  has  been  heretofore  advanced  in  defense  of  said  Beecher,  has  been 
false  and  fabricated ;  for  example,  the  palpable  falsifying  of  his  own  church 
records,  by  his  recent  Committee  of  Investigation,  as  pointed  out  in  ray  pub- 
lished statement ;  also,  by  a  false  and  calumnious  charge  against  Francis  D. 
Moulton,  F.  B.  Carpenter  and  myself,  as  blackmailers  and  conspirators;  also, 
by  a  pretended  validity  given  to  the  silly  fictions  of  the  girl  Bessie;  also,  by 
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incidTig  Mrs.  Elizabeth  R.  Tilton  to  testify  falsely  that  I  had  subjected  her  to 
imprisonment  under  lock  and  key,  and  had,  in  an  inclement  winter,  deprived 
her  of  fire  and  food ;  also,  by  the  false  pretense  that  I  used  the  said  Beecher  as 
an  instrument  to  extort  $7,000  from  Henry  C.  Bowen ;  also,  by  the  despicable 
attempt  to  connect  mc  criminally  with  certain  honorable  women,  both  living 
and  dead:  also,  by  variously  misrepresenting  me  to  the  public  in  false  lights 
— for  example,  sometimes  as  a  forger,  and  at  other  times  as  a  lunatic — also, 
by  repeated  false  oaths  of  denial  by  the  said  Beecher  to  the  true  charge 
which  I  have  made  against  him,  of  sexual  commerce  with  Mrs.  Elizabeth  R. 
Tilton,  -carrying  his  perjury  to  the  extent  of  procuring  against  me,  on  his 
own  oath,  a  criminal  indictment  by  a  grand  jury,  whereas  he  himself  was 
and  is  the  real  criminal. 

V. — I  further  believe,  and  so  charge,  that  the  said  Beecher  is  maintained 
and  upheld  in  his  present  determination  to  evade,  by  false  testimony,  the 
true  charge  of  adultery,  through  the  strong  support  of  powerful  friends, 
some  of  whom  have  a  direct  pecuniary  interest  in  maintaining  his  name  before 
the  public  at  its  former  marketable  value;  and  I  am  informed,  and  believe, 
that  certain  of  these  persons  declare  their  purpose  to  sustain  the  said  Beecher 
at  all  Iiazards,  whether  innocent  or  guilty. 

VI. — I  further  believe,  and  so  charge,   that  the  said   Beecher  and    his 
interested  champions  in  Plymouth  Church,  have  plentiful  and  opulent  means 
at  their  disposal  to  purchase  and  procure  false  evidence  in  the  coming  trial, 
and  intend  so  to  do. 

Vn. — I  further  believe,  and  so  charge,  that  the  said  Beecher's  present 
demand  for  a  bill  of  particulars,  unusual  in  such  actions  (as  I  am  informed), 
and  in  this  instance  wholly  unwarranted  by  justice,  and  purposely  intended 
for  a  perversion  of  the  truth,  is  further  designed  by  the  defendant  to  procure 
the  postponement  of  a  trial  which  the  ends  of  justice,  and  also  the  universal 
public  opinion,  demand  shall  be  pressed  to  is.sue  without  technical  delays. 

VUI. — I  reply,  finally  and  specifically,  to  the  said  Beecber's  demand  for  a 
bill  of  the  particular  times  and  places  at  which  he  committed  his  adulteries, 
that  these  limes  and  places  are  already  within  his  own  knowledge. 
Sworn  to  before  me,  this  24th  day  of  October,  1874.  TitEO.  Tilton. 

KuFUS  M.  Williams,  Notary  Public. 


ARGUMENT    ON   THE    MOTION    FOR    PARTICULARS. 
Before  Chief  Justice  Neilson,  Saturday,  October  24th,  1874. 

Mr.  Shearman. — May  it  please  your  Honor,  we  have  here  an  order  to  show 
cause,  in  the  case  of  Tilton  v.  Beecher,  why  a  bill  of  particulars  should  not 
be  granted  showing  the  dates  at  which  the  alleged  offenses  took  place,  made 
retomable  Thursday  last,  and  by  a  subsequent  order  modified  to  Saturday. 
I  read  our  aflSdavits  in  support  of  the  application.  [The  learned  count^el 
here  read  Mr.  Beecher's  affidavit,  ante,  page  4.] 

Mr.  Morris. — We  have  one  affidavit  which  I  will  read.  [The  learned 
oooDBel  here  read  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Tilton,  ante,  page  6.]  That  ia  all  the 
affidavit  we  propose. 
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Mr,  Tracy, — If  your  Honor  please,    before    we   proceed    to  th^   quei- 
tions  of  law  in  this  case,  I  desire  to  call  your  Honor's  attention  tc  some 
peculiarities  of  the  affidavit  that  is  read  in  opposition  to  this  motion.     And 
I  desire  to  move  to  suppress  it,  as  false,  scandalous,  and  malicious.     In  one  of 
the  gravest  and  most  important  actions  that  has  ever  been  brought,  perhaps, 
in  tliis  country — one   involving  the  gravest  and   most   serious  issues — the 
defendant,  placing  himself  upon  what  he  considers  his  clear  legal  rights,  has 
made  a  simple  and  ordipary  motion  before  your  Honor,  asking  that  he  be 
permitted  to  know,  in  advance  of  the  trial,  the  times  when  and  places  where 
it  is  to  be  averred  and  charged  upon  the  trial  that  those  acts  of  wrong  were 
committed  by  him.     In  that  complaint,  as  your  Honor  will  perceive,  there  is 
but  a  single  time  stated.     But  the  complaint  in  its  general  language  is  broad 
enough  to  cover  all  times  and  all  places  for  six  years.     If  that  complaint  is  to 
stand  without  further  particularity,  the  defendant  must  come  to  the  trial  of 
this  action  without  knowing  anything  as  to  the  time  or  place  where  he  is  to 
be  prepared  to  deny  that  he  committed  the  wrongful  acts  charged  against 
him.     Whether  he  is  to  be  confronted  with  witnesses  alleging  that  those  acts 
were  committed  in  the  city  of  New  York,  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  in  the 
State  of  Connecticut,  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  or  in  the  State  of  Pennsyl- 
vania, are  all  matters  upon  which  he  must  be  profoundly  ignorant  until  he 
stands  confronted  by  the  witnesses  who  are  to  accuse  him  upon  the  stand.    In 
such  a  trial,  we  all  know  the  dangers  that  a  defendant  must  be  called  upon  to 
meet  and  to  confront.     If  he  can  be  put  to  this  trial  without  further  informa- 
tion, then  innocence  confers  no  security.     Indeed,  it  is  a  trap  which  would 
be  more  certain  to  lead  to  his  conviction  than  if  he  was  guilty,  because, 
being  guilty,  he  might  be  presumed,  or  might  assume,  to  know  the  points 
from  which  the  attack  was  to  come,  and  defend  himself  against  it.     The  im- 
portance of  such  information,   therefore,  is  apparent;   it  must  be  apparent 
from  the  mere  statement  of  the  case.     Our  legal  right  to  it  we  had  come 
here  prepared  to  assert.     We  supported  that  legal  demand  by  an  affidavit 
simple  in  its  statement,  permitting  to  ourselves  no  accusations  against  this 
plaintiff,  casting  no  slurs  upon  him  or  upon  his  friends  or  supporters.     We 
came  here  resting  upon  our  solemn  denial  under  oath  that  we  had  anywhere, 
at  any  time,  any  place,  or  on  any  occasion,  ever  committed  the  wrongful  acta 
of  which  the  delendant  stands  accused.     We  presented  it,  therefore,  in  its 
simplest  form,  placing  ourselves  upon  our  legal  rights,  and  stating  no  fact 
beyond  those  that  were  simply  necessary  to  raise   the  legal  questions,  and  to 
entitle  us  to  a  decision  in  our  favor.     Our  affidavits  raise  the  question  of  law, 
and,  as  you  Honor  will  perceive,  it  is  only  a  question  of  law  in  this  case. 
The  only  question  that  can  be  considered  on  this  motion,  is  the  question 
whether,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  cast*,  the  defendant  being  thus  gen- 
erally accused  and  asserting  his  innocence  under  oath,  he  is  legally  entitled  to 
the  information  which  he  seeks.     That  is  a  question  of  law ;  it  is  raised  by 
our  affidavit.     There  is  no  statement  of  fact  that  could  be  introduced  against 
it,  because,  your  Honor,   as  every  practitioner  knows,   would  not  assume  to 
try  the  questions  of  fact  in  this  case  upon  affidavits,  and  to  attempt  to  answer 
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oar  affidavit  on  this  motion  would  be  to  attempt  to  decide  and  adjudge  the 
whol«  point  at  issue. 

The  defendant,  then,  swearing  to  his  innocence  in  this  case  and  his 
ignorance  of  the  times  and  places  to  bo  allegr^d,  asks  for  this  information. 
Now.  how  are  we  met  by  this  affidavit  ?  Is  there  any  fact  stated  m  this 
affidavit  which  tends  to  show  that  our  statement  there  is  untrue,  or  that  we 
are  not  legally  entitled  to  this  motion.  What  is  the  first  fact  that  is  stated? 
The  committee  of  investigation  of  Plymouth  Church  is  assailed  and  accused 
of  having  made  a  false  and  scandalous  report  in  defense  of  Mr.  Beecher,  of 
having  been  a  partial  committee;  and  tins  affidavit  proceeds  to  review  at 
length,  in  a  scandalous  manner,  the  report  of  the  Plymouth  Church  investiga- 
ting committee.  What  possible  relevance,  if  your  Honor  please,  has  that 
fact  in  this  case?  I  submit  to  you  chat  that  part  of  this  affidavit  should 
be  suppressed  as  scandalous  and  impertinent.  It  has  no  business  in  this 
motion^  it  has  no  bearing  upon  this  issue.  It  is  an  outratre  upon  the 
administration  of  justice,  that  a  court  should  be  made  the  avenue  of  thrusting 
before  the  public  such  a  slanderous,  false,  irrelevant,  and  impertinent* 
accusation.  That  part  of  it,  therefork*,  particularly,  I  ask  that  your  Honor 
order  to  be  suppressed  and  stricken  from  the  affidavit. 

Another  part  of  the  affidavit,  which  I  remember  without  reading  it, 
accui^es  Plymouth  Church,  as  a  congregation,  an  organized  congregation, 
with  an  intention  to  manufacture  false  evidence  in  support  of  the  defendant, 
or  to  purchase 

Mr,  Morris  — No  sir,  not  that. 

Mr,  Shearman, —  ** Intend  to  purchase  false  evidence;"  those  are  the 
words. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Let  us  see  [turning  over  the  affidavit  and  reading], — **  I 
further  believe  and  charge  that  the  said  Beeeher  and  his  interested  champions 
in  Plymouth  Church  have  plentiful  and  opulent  means  at  their  disposal  to 
purcliase  and  procure  false  evidence  in  the  coming  trial,  and  intend  so  to 
do." 

Mr.  Morris, — That  does  not  charge  the  church. 

Mr.  Shearman. — It  is  simply  whether  a  part  of  Plymouth  Church,  or  the 
whole  of  Plymouth  Church,  intend  to  do  so ;  legally,  the  difference  is  not 

important. 

Mr,  rrcwy.— [Reading], — *' I  further  believe,  and  so  charge,  that  the  said 
Beecher's  present  demand  for  a  bill  of  particulars,  unusual  in  such  actions,  as 
I  am  informed,  and  in  this  instance  wholly  unwarranted  by  justice,  and  pur- 
poeely  intended  for  a  perversion  of  the  truth,  is  further  designed  by  the 
defendant  to  procure  the  postponement  of  a  trial,  &c."  Now,  I  have  specified 
th3  poinU  of  this  affidavit,  but  there  are  more  of  them  which  a  careful  read- 
ing of  it  will  disclose  to  your  Honor.  I  ask  that  all  this  part  of  this  affidavit 
which  charges  a  combination  to  pervert  truth  and  to  purchase  evidence,  and 
which  reviews  and  scandalizes  the  report  of  the  investigating  committee,  l)e 
stricken  from  this  affidavit  before  we  proceed  to  this  ujotion,  and  that  the 
affidavit  be  carefully  reviewed  for  that  purpose. 

Jui>GS  NBIL80K,— I  will  hold  that,  and  will  consider  it 
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Mr,  MorrU. — I  desire  to  be  heard  on  that  point. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  need  not  be  excited  now;  consider  it  made  and 
held. 

Jfr.  Tracy, — The  diflSculty  with  that  will  be  that  this  affidavit  goes  forth 
to  the  world  as  the  affidavit  on  which  the  motion  is  heard  and  is  published. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  how  are  we  to  prevent  that  ? 

Mr,  Tracy, — 1  think  no  newspaper  has  a  right  to  publish  matter  that  is 
suppressed  by  the  court. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  I  will  hold  it  and  determine  it  with  the  other, 
and  in  determining  it  express  an  opinion  especially  on  the  6th  and  7th.  I  do 
not  see,  at  this  moment,  how  those  two  are  material. 

Mr,  Shegiriaiin, — If  it  please  your  Honor,  we  will  now  open  the  case  on  the 
questions  of  law.  There  are  no  new  facts  stated  in  this  affidavit  in  reply ; 
not  one  fact  that  is  material  to  this  case.  Even  assuming  that  those  two 
passages  that  have  been  discussed  are  to  be  deemed  material,  they  re(^uire  no 
answer  on  my  part. 

Judge  Neilson. — Present  your  case  as  if  they  were  stricken  out;  first,  as 
to  the  committee,  and  second,  as  to  the  church. 

Mr,  .}forri8, — I  do  not  understand  your  Honor  as  making  any  such  order  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — No,  sir ;  I  only  suggest  it.  I  will  hear  you  on  the  sub- 
ject. 

Mr.  Morris, — Yes,  sir;  I  desire  to  be  heard  on  that. 

Mr.  Shearman, — I  do  desire,  your  Honor,  to  call  your  attention  to  some 
other  features  of  that  affidavit,  not  specially  with  reference  to  any  motion  to 
strike  out,  because  as  to  that,  we  shall  not  burden  your  Honor,  except  on 
the  two  points  bringing  in  other  persons.  But  this  affidavit  serves  to 
characterize  the  whole  end  and  object  and  purpose  of  this  action.  And  the 
fact  of  this  publicati(m,  which  is  now  squarely  admitted  by  the  plaintiff,  is 
another  circumstance,  which  I  think  your  Honor  will  take  into  account  in 
deciding  this  motion.  We  do  move  upon  the  ground  that  we  apprehend 
danger  from  false  testimony.  It  may  be  said  on  the  other  side,  in  reply  to 
our  objections  to  their  affidavits,  that  our  affidavit  is  objectionable  upon  that 
ground.  But  we  have  used  cautious  language.  We  could  say  no  less.  The 
defendant  can  not  come  into  this  court  without  asserting,  as  he  does  assert, 
that  the  charge  against  him  is  entirely  false.  He  could  not  stand  in  this 
court  without  saying  that  the  testimony  if  any,  against  him,  is  manufactured 
testimony.  He  has  carefully  abstained  from  saying  hy  whom  it  is  to  be  manu- 
factured. He  has  not,  in  his  affidavit,  cast  one  fling  at  the  plaintiff,  notwith- 
standing the  plaintifPs  many  flings  at  him  in  the  paper  which  has  been 
referred  to  as  the  basis  of  this  morion.  The  defendant  has  said  that  if  any 
testimony  of  adultery  is  produced  against  him,  it  must  be  manufactured 
testimony  and  false  testimony.  It  can  not  be  otherwise  ;  and  there  are  no 
words  in  which  he  can  express  that  essential  fact  in  his  defense  more  mildly 
than  he  has  stated  it  in  his  affidavit.  There  is,  therefore,  no  impropriety  in 
the  defendant's  affidavit. 

But  look  at  the  affidavit  produced  in  reply.  It  begins  with  talking  about 
the  defendant's  *' dastardly  acts,"  his  '^desperate  defense."    It  asserts  that 
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his  affidavit  is  **  utterly  false,  made  with  iatent  to  deceive  the  public/-  We 
have  contented  ourselves  with  saying,  within  the  limits  of  propriety,  that  the 
charge  against  us  was  utterly  false.  The  defendant  in  this  action,  standing, 
as  he  has  always  done,  in  a  position  of  decency,  dignity,  and  honor,  has 
not  (whatever  might  be  his  own  private  belief;  gone  out  of  his  way  to  assert 
in  any  proceeding  in  this  court,  that  this  plaintilf  has  made  the  charge  know- 
ing it  to  be  false.  He  has  left  the  plaintilT  to  answer  to  his  Maker,  and  left  it 
to  the  judge  and  to  the  jury  who  shall  ultimately  decide  this  case,  to  determine 
the  question  whether  he  knows  this  charge  to  be  false  or  not.  The  defend- 
ant has  simply  said  that  the  charge  was  faUe^  and  what  less  could  he  say  ? 
Does  that  justify  an  affidavit  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  saying  that  the  de- 
fendant's affidavit  is  false,  and  made  with  intent  to  deceive  the  court  and 
the  public  ?  Such  an  allegation  is  utterly  indecent.  Again,  it  says  that  our 
insinuations  are  false  and  malicious  ;  that  the  object  of  this  motion  is  to 
enable  the  defendant  to  tamper  with  witnesses.  Your  Honor,  when  men 
make  such  accusations  as  that,  when  they  use  such  language  as  that,  it  is  a 
pretty  good  indication  of  what  their  own  practice  is. 

Judge  Neilson. — There  is  a  corresponding  suggestion  in  your  own 
affidavit. 

Mr.  MarrU, — It  is  a  direct  charge.  It  was  not  a  necessary  fact  at  all  in 
their  affidavit. 

Mr,  Shearman,  —  !  refer  to  what  he  said,  "that  there  is  danger  of 
manufactured  testimony," — that  is,  testimony  manufactured  by  the  witnesses. 
It  does  not  necessarily,  nor  presumptively,  mean  testimony  manufactured  by 
the  plaintiff.  If  the  plaintiff  feels  that  the  cap  fits  him,  we  can  not  help  his 
patting  it  on.  But  we  have  not  put  in  his  name,  nor  any  insinuations  against 
bim.  Then  we  come  to  his  allusions  to  witnesses  who  have  testified  before. 
He  asserts  that  they  have  testified  falsely,  and  mentions  one  by  name.  He, 
again,  uses  such  language  as  this  :  "  the  defendant's  despicable  attempt,^' 
** the  n^peated  false  oaths  and  denials  of  Mr.  Bcecher,"  "his  carrying  his 
perjury  to  the  extent  of  provoking  an  indictment,*' — and  such  language  as 
that.  But  I  shall  not  dwell  further  uix>n  that.  I  want,  however,  to  call 
your  Honor's  attention,  as  a  preliminary  point,  to  a  circumstance  giving 
color  to  this  case,  and  showing  what,  as  counsel,  I  do  take  the  responsibility 
of  charging,  in  argument,  although  it  would  be  an  impropriety  for  the 
defendant  to  have  put  it  in  so  many  words  in  his  affidavit, — my  belief  that 
perjured  testimony  is  to  be  got  up  in  this  case.  I  want  to  show  your  Honor 
that  in  the  management  of  this  case  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  his  practice 
basb'een  entirely  in  violation  of  the  rules  that  govern  all  courts;  that  it  has 
been  grossly  indecent  and  does  not  entitle  him  to  any  favor,  nor  to  any  belief 
when  be  makes  his  application.  We  have  charged  that  in  The  New  York 
Daily  Graphic  of  Septem)>er  18,  1874,  being  a  period  of  four  weeks,  exactly. 
after  the  plaintiff  had  selected  his  own  forum  and  come  before  this  court,  he 
poblished  a  statement  which  we  have  here,  and  which  occupies  twenty-five 
columns  of  that  paper,  going  into  all  the  facte,  as  he  called  them,  and  all 
the  evidence,  as  he  claimed  it  to  be,  in  this  cause.  Now,  your  Honor,  that 
Ha»  a  grossly  indecent  act;  it  was  a  willful  contempt  of  court.     If  we  had 
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chosen  to  protecate  him  on  that  grotind,  instead  of  on  libel,  we  could  have 
pat  thia  plaintiff  into  prison.  By  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York  he  is 
liable  to  imprisonment  for  that  act  alone^  even  though  every  word  he  pnt 
into  that  statement  were  tme.  And  I  cite,  for  the  benefit  of  the  counsel  on 
the  other  side,  a  few  cases  in  which  this  doctrine  has  been  put  into  force. 
They  are  English  case.^  but  the  Ihw  remains  just  the  same  in  the  State  of 
New  York. 

Mr,  Morris. — ^You  need  not  cite  them  for  my  especial  benefit 

Mr.  Shearman — ^In  LUtUr  v. Thorrum  (2  Bcav.  129),  when  a  suit  had  been 
brought,  and  one  of  the  parties  thereupon  undertook  to  publish  a  charge  of 
perjury  in  that  case,  he  was  brought  up  before  the  yice-chancellor,  and  com- 
mitted for  contempt  of  court  in  publishing  that  charge  with  relation  to  the 
case.  In  very  recent  volumes  of  the  English  Law  Reports  there  are  three  cases 
(Da^c  V.  Elei/y  7Eq.  Cas.  49;  Tirhhorne  v.  Mostyu^  Id.  55;  Be  Cheltenham  Co,^  8 
Id.  580j,  in  which  parties  and  their  counsel,  were  punished  (in  one  case  very  se- 
verely) for  making  a  publication  with  reference  to  the  merits  of  the  case  in 
court.  Counsel  says  he  is  familiar  enough  with  cases ;  I  need  not  cite  them  for 
his  benefit.  Then,  I  trust,  for  the  sake  of  his  reputution,  for  the  sake  of  the 
honor  of  the  court  of  which  he  is  an  ofiiccr,  that  he  had  no  part,  or  lot  in 
advising  or  permitting  the  publication  of  a  statement  like  this.  It  was  a 
scandal  to  the  plaintiff^s  cause ;  it  indicated  his  utter  unwillingness  to  abide 
by  the  verdict  of  a  jury  in  this  case ;  it  indicated  the  grossest  contempt  for 
your  Honor's  court;  it  showed  that  he  was  not  willing  to  abide  by  the  de- 
cision of  the  tribunal  to  which  he  himself  had  appealed,  but  that  he  felt  the 
necessity  of  poisoning  the  minds  of  jurymen  in  advance,  and  of  spreading  his 
falsehoods  before  the  public  without  daring  to  wait  until  the  time  should  come 
to  submit  them  to  a  jury.  Now,  I  pass  to  the  very  merits,  the  legal  ques- 
tions involved  in  this  case,  although  this  is  one  that  we  say  your  Honor 
should  consider. 

I  observe  from  the  affidavit  that  the  plaintiff  is  advised,  presumably  by  his 
counsel,  though  he  does  not  so  state,  that  there  is  no  warrant  for  a  motion 
of  this  kind.  The  plaintiff  is  not  learned  in  the  law,  and  does  not  claim  to 
cite  authorities.  It  will  trouble  his  counsel  very  greatly  to  produce  author- 
ities to  show  that  in  any  action  of  this  kind  such  an  application  has  ever  been 
danied.  I  submit  to  your  Honor  a  number  of  authorities  showing  that  in  pre* 
cisely  such  an  action  as  this,  this  application  has  been  granted,  and  that  no 
other  application  will  be  granted  by  which  the  defendant  could  obtain  relief. 

In  the  first  place,  as  to  the  general  principles  which  govern  this  application 
for  particulars.  If  we  go  back  to  the  common-law  (for  it  was  a  commoti-law 
practice),  it  was  the  rule  that  in  any  action  whatever, — not  merely  actions  of 
contract, — not  even  merely  civil  actions  of  tort,  but  even  in  criminal  actions, 
bills  of  particulars  could  be  granted. 

Now,  the  only  possible  objections  that  the  counsel  can  make  to  this  appli- 
cation are,  first,  that  this  is  an  action  for  a  tort,  in  which  bills  of  particulars 
are  not  so  frequent  as  they  are  in  actions  of  contract,  and  secondly,  I  suppose, 
that  the  facts  are  within  our  knowledge.  I  shall  proceed  to  show  that  thoso 
two  objections  have  no  foundation  whatever. 
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In  1  Phillips  OD  Evidence,  799,  this  subject  is  dealt  with,  and  it  is  shown 
that  the  power  of  the  court  to  order  particulars  is  general;  it  is  incident  to 
the  general  administration  of  justice;  it  is  entirely  independent  of  statute, 
and  this  power  applies  to  every  species  of  action. 

In  Commonwealth  v.  Snelling  (15  Pick.  321),  there  is  a  most  able  discussion 
of  this  subject  by  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in  which  the  whole  court  concurred. 
That  was  a  criminal  action.  Chief  Justice  Shaw  in  that  case,  discussing  the 
whole  subject,  said  that  the  court  had  power  in  any  and  every  action,  civil 
and  criminal,  no  matter  what  might  be  its  form,  to  require  particulars  of  the 
claim  or  defense  to  be  presented,  and  that  whenever  justice  could  not  be  done 
on  the  trial  without  the  information  to  be  obtained  by  means  of  a  specification 
or  bill  of  particulars,  the  court  had  power  to  direct  such  information  to  be 
seasonably  furnished,  and  to  require  the  proof  on  the  trial  to  be  confined  to 
the  particulars  specified.  In  that  case  the  whole  court  ordered  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars to  be  given  by  the  defendant  upon  an  indictment  for  libel.  Now, 
notice,  your  Honor,  the  similarity  between  that  case  and  this.  It  is  even  a 
stronger  case.  There  the  defendant  was  indicted  for  a  libel  in  asserting  that 
the  prosecutor  had  been  guilty  of  improprieties  as  a  magistrate.  The  nature 
of  the  improprieties  was  stated,  but  the  times  and  places  were  not  stated  in 
the  libel.  He  was  indicted:  it  was  not  a  mere  civil  action,  but  an  actual 
indictment,  where  he  was  entitled  to  plead  broadly  **  not  guilty."  And  the 
court  in  full  bench,  with  Chief  Justice  Shaw  at  the  head  of  it,  compelled 
him  to  furnish  particulars  of  the  times  and  places  at  which  he  alleged  that  those 
improprieties  on  the  part  of  the  magistrate  took  place. 

By  the  way,  I  may  mention  that  the  same  rule  was  applied  to  an  action  of 
slander  in  Early  v.  Smith  (12  Irish  Com.  L.  Appendix  zxzv.).  In  Pennsylvania 
the  same  rule  has  been  laid  down:  so  it  has  in  England,  and  in  Ireland.  It  is 
so  stilted  iu  Tidd's  Practice;  it  is  so  stated  in  VUeher  v.  Conant  (4  Cow.  396) — 
as  being  a  general  power  incident  to  the  administration  of  justice  in  every  court. 
There  are  one  or  two  cases  in  which  an  application  for  a  bill  of  particulars 
in  an  action  of  tort  was  denied,  because  in  one  case  it  appeared  clearly  by  the 
declaration  and  by  the  affidavit  furnished  in  reply  to  the  motion  that  the 
party  applying  for  the  particulars  had  been  offered,  before  the  application, 
all  the  details  which  he  needed.  And  all  that  is  said  by  the  court  in  that 
case  that  has  any  bearing  upon  the  iu*esent  case  is,  that  in  an  action  of  tort 
the  motion  for  particulars  must  be  supported  by  affidavit,  whereas,  in  an 
action  upon  contract,  a  party  can  demand  a  bill  of  particulars  without  any 
affidavit  whatever,  upon  a  simple  exhibition  of  the  pleadings. 

Thus  the  rule  stood  generally  at  common-law.  Has  the  Code  of  Procedure 
limited  the  power  of  the  court  ?  On  the  contrary,  it  has  enlarged  that  power, 
because  in  Equity  a  bill  of  particulars  would  not  be  granted,  as  a  general  rule, 
— a  very  peculiar  case  had  to  be  made  out — on  the  ground  that  the  course  of 
examination  in  that  court,  where  witnesses,  as  your  Honor  knows,  were 
examined  long  before  the  trial,  gave  the  parties  abundant  opportunity  to  be 
prepared  to  meet  the  evidence  that  would  be  produced  on  the  trial.  But 
that  practice  having  beeu  abrogated  by  the  Code,  and  section  158  of  the  Code 
having  declared  that  the  court  might,  in  all  cases,  order  a  bill  of  particulars, 
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it  has  been  decided  in  Manon  v.  Ring  (10  Bosw.  598),  that  the  Code  enlarges 
the  power  of  the  court  instead  of  diminishing  it,  and  that  the  court  may  now, 
in  an  equitnhU^  as  well  as  in  a  legal  action,  grant  such  an  order.  Under  the 
Code,  therefore,  the  court  has  the  power,  in  any  and  every  species  of  action ; 
and  it  has  merely  to  look  into  the  case  to  8?e  whether  justice  requires  it. 

Now,  it  is  true  that,  in  this  state,  there  is  not  any  direct  precedent  of  a 
bill  of  particulars  in  an  action  for  rrirainal  conversation  or  for  divorce.  But 
the  very  fact  that  there  is  no  precedent  for  such  an  application  in  a  suit  for 
divorce  is  a  conclusive  answer  to  the  objection  that  there  is  no  precedent  here 
in  an  action  for  criminal  conversation,  because  it  shows  that  the  two  cases 
have  been  governed  by  about  the  same  rules,  and  such  has  indeed  been  the 
fact.  In  an  action  for  divorce,  as  your  Honor  is  well  aware,  ever  since  the 
case  of  Wood  v.  Wood  in  the  second  of  Paige,  in  which  the  practice  was 
explicitly  laid  down,  the  plaintiff  has  been  required  to  give  the  times  and 
places  at  which  the  alleged  acts  of  adultery  have  been  committed,  and  he  has 
been  confined  on  the  trial,  strictly,  to  those  which  were  thus  alleged,  with 
time  and  place.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  a  variance  of  a  few  days  would 
not  be  disregarded,  or  that  any  error  that  palpably  did  not  mislead  the 
defendant  might  not  be  amended ;  but,  with  that  exception,  the  plaintiff  was 
confined  to  those  times  and  places,  and  that  practice  continues  down  to  the 
present  day  in  actions  for  divorce.  In  17  Abb.  Pr.  48,  an  anonymous  case 
before  Judge  Hoffman,  there  was  a  complaint  for  divorce  in  which  the 
plaintiff  alleged  two  or  three  specific  acts  of  adultery,  with  time  and  place, 
and  then  alleged  several  others  in  general  terras.  It  was  held  that  no  evidence 
of  the  latter  instances  could  be  received.  The  same  rule  is  laid  down  by 
Judge  Sutherland  in  Hedden  v.  Redden  (32  Barb.  203)  in  very  strong  terms. 
So  much  for  an  action  of  divorce. 

Now,  it  might  be  that  the  same  rule  would  be  applied  in  an  action  of 
criminal  conversation.  I  am  free  to  say  that  I  think  it  should.  It  is  my 
opinion,  founded  upon  the  best  examination  I  have  been  able  to  make  of  the 
cases  in  this  state,  that,  when  this  cause  comes  on  for  trial,  we  could  object 
to  the  plaintiff^s  producing  any  evidence  of  any  act  of  adultery  except  this 
one  of  the  10th  of  October,  1868.  But  I  shall  show  reasons  presently  why  we 
ought  not  to  be  compelled  to  take  that  technical  ground,  aud  to  narrow  the 
issue  in  this  way.  We  d»  not  want  to  narrow  the  issue:  we  want  to  take  in 
the  whole  issue,  any  issue  that  the  plaintiff  is  prepared  to  make:  we  only 
want  reasonable  notice  of  it. 

But  now,  to  come  to  direct  precedents  of  bills  of  particulars  granted  in 
actions  for  criminal  conversation.  Your  Honor  remembers  the  change  that 
has  been  made  within  about  sixteen  years,  in  the  practice  of  the  courts  in 
England  with  respect  to  divorce.  When  the  Divorce  Court  was  established 
in  England  the  old  action  of  criminal  conversation  was  done  away  with,  and 
every  complainant  in  such  a  case  was  required  to  bring  an  action  of  the  same 
nature  in  the  Divorce  Court — he  was  not  allowed  to  bring  it  in  a  common-law 
court,  and  he  was  compelled  to  join  the  wife  and  the  alleged  paramour  in 
one  action.  Against  the  paramour  he  could  recover  damages  just  as  he  used 
to  in  the  old  action  of  cHm.  con,  aud  the  same  rules  which  applied  to  the  old 
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action  of  crim.  con.  continued,  in  the  main,  to  apply  to  this  new  action. 
Now.  in  this  new  action,  which  is  in  every  respect  (for  the  purpose  of  the 
present  question)  the  same  as  the  action  of  erim.  con.,  there  are  repeated 
precedents  in  England  for  granting  bills  of  particulars.  The  first  of  these 
18  Higgs  v.  Higgs  (11  Weekly  Reporter,  154).  In  that  the  co-respondent,  as  he 
is  called  (that  is,  the  alleged  paramour),  moved  for  particulars  of  the  alleged 
acts  of  adultery  between  him  and  the  wife.  The  complaint  there  gave  just 
such  a  general  statement  a3  is  given  here:  it  alleged  that  on  a  certain  specific 
date  the  co-respondent  had  committed  adultery  with  the  respondent,  and 
then  it  alleged  that  he  did  so  at  other  times  and  places.  The  plaintiflf  was 
required  to  give  a  bill  of  particulars.  In  Codrington  v.  Codrington  (3  Swab.  & 
T.  368)  the  same  principle  was  adopted ;  a  bill  of  particulars  was  required. 
In  Sanderson  v.  Sandei'son  (20  Weekly  Reporter,  61)  a  bill  of  particulars  was 
again  ordered. 

Now,  if  we  compare  the  practice  not  only  in  this  state  but  in  England, 
and  other  states,  in  divorce  suits,  which  of  course,  partake  of  the  nature  of 
this  action,  we  find  that  a  bill  of  particulars  is  one  of  the  most  common 
remedies  granted  to  the  defendant.  There  is  a  very  old  case  in  Pennsylvania, 
Steele  v.  Steele  (1  Dall.  409).  There  it  was  held  that  the  plaintifl*  should*  be 
required  to  give  particulars.  That  was  an  action  for  divorce.  In  Oarrat  v. 
Oarrat  (4  Yeates,  244)  the  question  is  very  learnedly  discussed  by  the  court. 
In  Haneock's  Appeal  (64  Pa.  State),  the  defendant  allowed  the  trial  to  come 
on  without  demanding  a  bill  of  particulars,  and  then  objected  to  evidence 
being  brought  in  under  general  and  vague  allegations.  The  court  held  that 
the  defendant  had  erred  in  not  requiring  a  bill  of  particulars  in  advance  of 
the  trial,  and,  referring  to  this  practice,  said  he  might  have  had  a  bill  of 
particulars,  and  ought  to  have  applied  for  one.  Turning  to  Massachusetts, 
we  find  Adams  v.  Adams  (16  Pick.  254),  and  the  same  practice  adopted  in  the 
case  of  Gardner  v.  Gardner  (2  Gray,  434),  and  in  Uarringt.on  v.  Harrington 
(107  Mass.  329).  In  England,  under  the  new  divorce  act,  we  find  explicit 
authority  to  the  same  effect.  I  cite  three  cases :  Winscom  v.  Winscmn  (3  Swab. 
&  T.  380);  Grafton  v.  Grafton  (28  Law  Times  [N.  S.],  144);  Sanderson  y. 
Sanderson  (25  Id.  857).  In  all  those  cases  bills  of  particulars  were  ordered 
apon  the  application  of  the  defendant  in  a  divorce  suit. 

Now,  if  it  please  your  Honor,  the  case  is  just  the  same  here.  It  can  just 
as  well  be  said  in  a  divorce  suit  as  it  can  be  said  here,  '^  Why,  the  defendant 
must  know  the  time  and  place  at  which  she  committed  adultery."  Of  course 
she  knows  the  times  and  places  when  she  committed  it,  if  she  ever  did  commit 
it.  But  that  is  the  very  point  in-  issue ;  that  is  the  very  question  that  we  come 
in  to  contest,  and  there  is  no  case  in  which  it  is  bo  easy  to  be  entrapped  by 
fiilse  evidence,  by  evidence  even  that  has  imposed  on  the  plaintiff,  he  believing 
it  to  be  true,  for  such  cases  are  known.  I  have  no  doubt  there  are  persons 
who  will  volunteer  out  of  their  imagination,  and  for  the  sake  of  a  little  noto- 
riety, to  get  up  evidence  themselves,  get  it  up  without  compensation,  get  it  up 
intending  to  impose  upon  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant  in  a  case  like  this. 
And  it  is  to  guard  against  just  that  danger  that  the  defendant  is  always  enti- 
tled to  particulari    of  the  cose.     I  may  mention  that  io  the  old,  the  very  old 
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practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  in  the  time  of  Chancellor  Kent,  when  he 
was  laying  the  foundations  of  practice,  not  having  had  experience  in  such 
cases,  he  was  not  struck  with  the  force  of  this  objection,  and,  in  the  case  of 
Oermond  v.  Oermond^  the  Chancellor  refused  to  confine  the  issue  upon  the 
trial  to  any  specific  acts  of  adultery.  And  tlie  history  of  that  case,  which 
went  through  a  long  litigation,  is  most  instructive  upon  this  point.  In 
1  Paige,  88,  Chancellor  Walworth  gives  us  its  history,  and  mentions  it  as 
an  impressive  warning  to  the  courts  of  the  danger  and  folly  of  allowing 
parties  to  go  to  trial  in  cases  where  the  issue  of  adultery  is  raised  without 
specification,  and  particularity  of  dates.  In  that  case  of  Oermond  v.  Oermond^ 
the  plaintiff  charged  his  wife  with  having  committed  adultery  on  several 
occasions.  He  produced  witnesses  who  swore  to  it;  he  produced  one  alleged 
paramour,  who  swore  that  he  had  committed  adultery  with  his  wife,  and  he 
got  a  verdict.  The  defendant  being  utterly  unprepared  to  meet  this 
evidence,  except  with  her  own  oath,  which  you  know  at  that  time  was  not 
allowed,  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence; 
and  there  was  a  new  trial,  on  which  this  testimony  was  conclusively  shown 
to  have  been  perjured.  Again  the  plaintiff  brought  in  new  evidence ;  and 
he  made  quite  a  fight  in  the  case.  But  his  wife  beut  him  before  the  jury; 
they  did  not  believe  the  new  evidence  any  more  than  they  did  the  old.  He 
got  a  new  trial,  still  under  these  same  vague  issues,  and  a  third  time  that  case 
was  tried,  this  time  before  a  struck  jur)*,  and  Chancellor  Walwobth  speaks 
of  it  as  a  trial  which  showed  beyond  all  question  the  gross  perjury  which  had 
been  committed  on  the  two  former  trials,  and  as  affording  a  most  impressive 
warning  against  allowing  any  vagueness  in  the  issues  in  the  future.  Accord- 
ingly, in  the  case  of  Wood  v.  Wood^  Chancellor  Walworth  prescribed  a  rule 
for  the  future,  requiring  specific  issues  to  be  framed,  stating  dates  and 
places,  and,  under  that,  divorce  suits  were  tried  down  to  1348,  when  the 
Code  was  adopted;  and,  as  your  Honor  is  aware,  the  same  practice  prevails 
to  this  day.  Down  to  this  day,  if  this  .were  an  action  for  divorce,  the  wife 
of  the  plaintiff  could  compel  him  in  his  pleadings  to  be  specific,  and  to  con- 
fine himself  to  dates  and  places.  Your  Honor  knows  that  the  same  rule 
applies  in  criminal  cases — that  the  prosecutor  is  not  allowed  to  come  in  with 
any  vague  allegations.  It  is  certainly  so  in  cases  of  adultery,  as  I  shall  show, 
by  and  by,  in  the  State  of  Massachusetts.  Adultery  boing  a  criminal  offense 
there,  the  defendant,  on  indictment,  is  entitled  to  particulars  of  the  times 
and  places.  Now,  this  is  in  the  nature  of  a  criminal  action.  In  the  case  of 
Morris  v.  Miller  (4  Burr.  2057),  which  is  the  leading  case,  Lord  Mansfibld 
held  that  the  action  of  cri7n,  con.  was  in  the  nature  of  a  criminal  action,  the 
act  being  in  itself  a  crime,  and  yet  not  punishable  by  statute.  He  said  it 
partook  so  largely  of  the  nature  of  a  criminal  action  that  he  should  apply  the 
rules  which  governed  criminal  actions  to  this;  and  accordingly  he  laid  down 
the  rule  that  actual  proof  of  marriage  must  be  given ;  such  proof  as  was  then 
only  required  in  prosecutions  for  bigamy,  and  which  is  only  required  now  in 
prosecutions  for  bigamy,  or  in  actions  for  divorce:  he  held  that  there  must 
bo  positive  proof  of  marriage,  and  that  decision  has  been  always  followed, 
and  is  reiterated  in  a  case  in  our  own  Supreme  Court  reports.    That  is  upon  the 
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ground  that  this  is  in  the  nature  of  a  criminal  action.  Your  Honor  koofkit 
very  well  that  in  every  criminal  action  the  defendant  is  entitled,  as  a  matter 
of  course,  to  particularity  in  the  statement  of  the  case ;  that  he  is  not  called 
upon,  and  never  can  be  called  upon,  to  answer  any  vague  charges  of  offenses 
committed  at  various  times  spreading  over  six  years.  What  would  be  said  of 
a  pro^ecutor  who  should  bring  in  an  indictment  alleging  that  the  defendant 
had  committed  various  larcenies  during  six  years  preceding  the  finding  of 
the  indictment  ?  We  know  it  could  not  be  tolerated  for  an  instant.  Neither 
can  it  be  tolerated  in  this  case.  I  do  not  desire  to  burden  your  Honor  with 
the  numerous  cases  which  I  have  cited  showing  that  in  actions  for  libel,  in 
actions  for  slander,  in  actions  for  slander  of  title,  in  writs  of  dower  (which, 
of  course,  are  not  actions  on  contract),  in  actions  of  ejectment,  in  actions  of 
trover,  in  actions  for  trespass  upon  land,  and  in  actions  for  escape  from  the 
custody  of  the  sheriff, — in  all  those  actions  I  show  by  abundant  authorities 
that  bills  of  particulars  have  been  granted. 

The  court,  therefore,  has  the  power  to  grant  a  bill  of  particulars  in  this 
case.  It  is  a  simple  question  for  its  discretion;  and  the  discretion  of  the 
court  has  uniformly  been  exercised  on  the  side  of  granting  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars. 

In  my  brief  I  go  into  the  criminal  cases  and  show  quite  a  large  nunrber  of 
instances  in  which  bills  of  particulars  have  been  granted.  Those  I  pass  over. 
I  pass  over  also  another  class  of  cases  in  actions  of  contract  in  which  issues  of 
tort  have  been  raised  (fraud  and  the  like),  in  which  an  attempt  has  been 
made  to  avoid  giving  bills  of  particuhirs.  All  those  attempts  have  been 
overruled  ;  and  a  bill  of  particulars  ordered  in  every  ea8<*. 

Now,  I  submit  to  your  Honor  that  this  is  pre-eminently  a  ca-e  in  which  a 
bill  of  particulars  should  be  ordered.  Without  some  such  protection  as  this, 
how  is  it  possible  for  the  defendant  to  anticipate  the  nature  of  the  issues  he 
must  meet  ?  He  may  be  met  in  this  court  by  twenty  witnesses  testifying  to 
acts  spread  over  different  periods  for  six  years  ;  he  can  not  tell.  Then  when 
he  comes  into  court  he  has  to  deny  them  solely  upon  his  ow  u  oath.  Perhaps 
he  w^as  absent  out  of  the  city  at  the  time  that  some  witness  swears  that  he 
saw  him  commit  adultery;  perhaps  he  was  in  his  own  parlor  among  his 
friends.  He  has  no  time  to  get  those  friends;  he  has  no  time  to  refresh  his 
own  memory.  It  is  not  an  easy  matter  for  any  man  to  cast  his  memory  back 
five  or  six  years,  and  tell  where  he  was  every  day  and  every  hour,  especially 
for  a  man  in  the  position  of  the  defendant,  who  is  in  various  places  in  quick 
succession,  w^ho  is  visiting  frequently  different  cities,  who  is  under  constant 
engagements,  and  who  has  ten  thousand  things  to  remember  every  year, 
which  he  can  not  possibly  recall  without  great  diligence  and  great  effort  of 
mind.  The  consequence  would  be,  therefore,  that,  if  he  went  to  trial  on  this 
vague,  broad  issue,  he  w*ould  be  entirely  unprotected  save  by  his  own  unsup- 
ported denial.  Now,  your  Honor,  we  have  said  that  there  is  danger  of  false 
<5vidence,  and  I  appeal  to  your  Honor's  own  experience,  both  at  the  bar  and 
in  the  court,  as  to  whether  these  are  not  precisely  the  cases  in  which  there  is 
a  thoiiaand  times  more  danger  of  perjury  than  in  any  other  class  of  cases 

tbmt  are  known.     How  many  actions  of  divorce  are  there  in  which  the  most 
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explicit  evidence  is  given  of  acts  of  adultery,  and  yet  the  court  dismisses  the 
prosecution  with  contempt,  seeing  clearly  that  the  pretense  is  transparent, 
that  the  witnesses  are  false,  and  are  either  volunteers,  or  are  hired  to  commit 
perjury  in  the  case.  There  are  innumerable  precedents  in  the  hooks.  Take 
this  case  Anon,  (17  Abb.  Pr.  48),  there  before  Judge  Hoffman,  there  were 
three  distinct  acts  of  adultery  proved  most  explicitly  by  witnesses,  who  testi- 
fied with  the  utmost  detail  and  circumstantiality  ;  and  yet  the  judge  rejected 
all  their  evidence,  and  held  them  every  one  to  be  unworthy  of  belief,  and 
refused  to  grant  the  divorce.  So  in  a  case  in  New  Jersey,  in  a  recent  volume 
of  the  New  Jersey  Equity  reports,  the  witness  testified,  with  great  explicit- 
nee^  to  an  act  of  adultery  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  went  into  great 
detail  as  to  where  the  lady  went  ;  how  he  tracked  her  to  this  place,  and  that 
place,  followed  her  in  an  omnibus,  and  tracked  her  to  a  house  of  ilUfame, 
ftnd  swore  that  it  happened  in  broad  daylight;  yet  the  court  rejected  his 
evidence.  The  thing  is  common,  and  of  every-day  occurrence.  There  is  no 
claas.of  cases  in  which  the  danger  of  perjury  is  so  great  by  the  thousandth 
part,  as  it  is  in  actions  of  crim,  con,  or  of  divorce. 

It  cannot  be  objected  that  the  mattet  for  which  we  seek  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars is  more  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  than  of  the  plaintiff. 
If  this  had  any  validity,  it  would  have  applied  equally  well  to  the  various 
actions  of  divorce  and  of  critn.  con.  which  we  have  cited.  Yet  we  have 
shown  that  in  all  those  cases  a  bill  of  particulars  was  invariably  ordered.  In 
WoodT,  Wood  (2  Paige,  113),  this  objection  was  raised  before  Chancellor 
Walworth,  and  overruled.  The  Chancellor  said  that  the  plaintitt,  having 
made  this  charge,  was  bound  to  know  whether  it  was  true  or  not;  was  bound 
to  know  what  evidence  he  had  to  support  it;  that  he  had  no  right  to  come 
into  court  and  make  so  grave  and  awful  a  charge  as  this  against  his  wife, 
without  having  the  evidence  at  hand  by  which  be  could  support  it.  But  in 
the  present  case,  we  show  a  case  far  stronger  than  any  which  has  ever  been 
brought  before  a  court  on  a  motion  for  particulars  in  such  an  action  as  this, 
because  the  plaintiff  has  volunteered  in  the  public  prints  to  say  that  he  does 
know  exactly  the  times  and  places  at  which  adultery  was  committed :  that  he 
is  able  to  specify  them,  and  that  nothing  restrains  him  from  specifying  them 
but  some  mysterious  and  awful  sense  of  delicacy  on  bis  part.  He  ^*  cannot 
bring  himself  to  name^*  these  times  and  places!  He  can  bring  himself  to  say 
that  his  wife  is  a  woman  of  bad  character;  he  can  bring  himself  to  impeach 
the  legitimacy  of  the  very  child  that  he  kisses  in  the  street;  he  can  bring 
himself  to  say  that  he  held  a  caucus  with  this  defendant,  and  with  his  own 
wife,  to  decide  whether  this  child  was  his  or  the  defendant's ;  he  can  bring 
himself  to  make  that  public  statement,  and  yet  not  say  whether  the  child  is 
his  own  or  not;  a  child  that  he  has  repeatedly  recognized  in  letters;  a  child 
that  he  has  recognized  for  five  years  continuously  as  his  own ;  a  child  whom 
he  pets  with  some  affection,  whenever  he  thinks  that  by  some  such  display  he 
can  make  theatrical  effect;  he  can  publish  that  child's  name  in  the  newspa- 
pers, and  leave  this  imputation  on  its  legitimacy  uncorrected;  but  he  can  not 
— his  sense  of  delicacy,  his  sense  of  magnaminity,  his  sense  of  propriety, 
are  so  great — he  can  not  bring  himself  to  name  the  particular  time  and  pljce 
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at  which  this  event  occurred  I  Why,  he  has  charged  it  a  hundred  and  a 
thousand  times;  he  has  gone  around  mourning  and  lamenting  to  every  one; 
he  has  wept  over  his  wife ;  he  tells  us  in  this  statement  that  he  went  to 
Thompson's  saloon,  and  over  his  dinner  poured  out  his  woes.  In  other  res- 
taurants, in  all  manner  of  places,  he  has  informed  the  public,  and  he  has 
informed  his  friends,  that  his  wife  has  been  unfaithful  to  him  ;  that  he  don't 
Icnow  whether  his  children  are  his  own,  or  another  man's.  He  has  no 
hesitation  in  printing  twenty-five  columns  of  matter  devoted  to  dragging  his 
wife  in  the  gutter,  and  making  himself  out  a  cuckold  I  All  that  he  has  de- 
voted his  life  to  doing.  But  when  it  comes  to  particular  times  and  places, 
his  feelings  are  too  much  for  him!  He  must  forbear!  He  cannot  bring  him- 
self to  name  any  other  time  and  place  than  the  10th  of  October,  1868!  To 
specify  the  25th  of  October  also,  is  impossible  for  him.  Now,  if  it  please 
your  Hobor,  this  is  an  impudent  pretense;  and  it  plainly  indicates  what  is 
the  plaintiflfs  purpose.  We  have  the  right,  on  argument,  to  draw  inferences 
from  it ;  and  I  do  not  hesitate  to  say  that  the  only  natural  inference  from  such 
a  statement  as  that  is,  that  the  reason  why  he  cannot  bring  himself  to  name 
those  times  and  places,  is  that  he  expects  to  get  witnesses  to  go  on  the  stand, 
and  frame  for  them  a  convenient  time  and  place,  and  then  himself  to  swear  to 
a  confession  by  the  defendant  (and  by  his  own  wife  if  he  can  get  it  in),  cor- 
responding to  the  times  and  places  which  he  has  hired  witnesses  to  swear  to. 

If  it  is  objected  that  the  defendant  should  go  to  trial  and  rely  on  his  right 
to  object  to  any  evidence  of  acts  not  specifically  stated,  I  think  there 
are  abundant  answers  to  that  proposition.  In  the  first  place,  the  question  is 
doubtfuL  There  is  no  direct  decision  in  the  action  of  crim,  con.  in  thie 
state,  as  to  what  would  .be  the  course  of  the  court  in  such  a  case.  In  an 
action  for  divorce,  it  is  settled  that  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  allowed  to 
produce  any  other  evidence  than  evidence  of  the  act  which  he  specifically 
assigned  to  a  certain  time  and  place,  and  I  think  the  rule  should  apply  to  an 
action  of  er^im,  eon.  But,  as  I  say,  there  is  no  decision  upon  that  point  in 
this  state.  In  Pennsylvania,  where  our  strict  rules  concerning  pleadings  in 
divorce  do  not  apply,  it  has  been  decided  that  in  actions  of  divorce,  where 
such  a  vague  allegation  has  been  made,  the  defendant's  only  remedy  is  by  a 
bill  of  particulars  before  the  trial  comes  on.  But  even  supposing  that  it 
were  settled;  that  it  were  fixed  law  that  he  could  only  prove  this  one  act 
opon  the  trial,  why  is  the  defendant  to  be  subjected  to  the  disadvantage  of 
coming  before  the  jury  and  there  not  offering  to  submit  the  record  of  his 
life  t  He  does  not  object  to  this.  He  is  willing  and  anxious  to  meet  every 
issue  that  can  be  made  against  him  before  the  jury ;  he  simply  wants  to  know 
what  those  issues  are. 

Then,  again,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  vindicate  his  whole  character 
with  reference  to  the  plaintiff's  wife,  in  this  action.  He  is  entitled  to 
require  the  plaintiff  to  bring  forward  every  possible  charge  which  he  can  make 
at  any  fntnre  time.  He  should  not  be  compelled  to  go  to  trial,  and,  by 
objecting  to  any  evidence  except  as  to  this  one  act,  leave  the  plaintiff  free  to 
come  oat  in  another  lachrymose  communication  of  twenty-five  columns.  The 
ptoiwtiff  h*»  been  before  one  jury  already.     He  came  before  them  saying  they 
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were  all  honorable  men,  and  that  he  knew  they  intended  to  do  what  was  fair 
and  just.  Bat  that  did  not  restrain  him  from  publishing  twenty  five  columns 
to  show  that  they  were  all  rascals;  that  they  were  in  collusion  with  the 
defendant  to  defraud  and  deceive  the  public.  Nothing  restrains  him :  he  is 
a  nian  absolutely  unrestrained  by  any  sense  of  morals  or  of  honor.  He  is  a 
man  who  can  not  be  prevented  from  dragging  his  wife  in  the  mud  and  mire 
of  this  wicked  charge ;  he  is  a  man  that  can  not  be  prevented  frou)  disgrac- 
ing his  own  children,  though  they  cling  to  him  beseeching  him  to  leave  their 
name  unstained.  I  take  his  own  statement  that  he  has  published,  in  which 
he  avows  his  knowledge  of  these  particulars,  and  I  say  that  we  are  entitled  to 
meet  him,  here  and  now,  to  know  every  issue  that  he  ever  intends  to  raise, 
and  to  contradict  them  all. 

Again,  it  may  l>e  objected  that  our  remedy  was  by  a  motion  to  make  the 
complaint  more  definite  and  certain.  But  we  could  not  do  that  without 
delaying  the  issue  and  consequently  the  trial  of  the  case.  We  are  not  delay- 
ing the  trial  now :  we  moved  immediately  npon  the  service  of  the  notice  of 
trial  and  we  hope  to  have  a  decision  which  shall  enable  both  parties  to  go  to 
trial  without  the  slightest  delay.  If  we  had  moved  to  make  the  complaint  more 
definite  and  certain,  we  should  have  been  subject  to  two  imputations:  first,  the 
imputation  of  an  attempt  to  get  delay,  and  second  the  imputation  of  unwilling- 
ness to  meet  the  issue  that  the  defendant  committed  adultery  at  some  time. 
Now,  that  issue  the  defendant  was  willing  and  anxious  to  meet.  He  seized 
this  opportunity,  not  only  of  denying  that  he  committed  the  offense  at  the 
times  and  places  alleged,  but  also  at  any  other  times  and  places ;  and  he 
made  his  denial  in  language  broader  than  the  charge, 'for  he  denied  that  he 
had  ever  committed  adultery,  or  that  he  had  ever  attempted  to  commit  adul< 
tery,  or  to  hold  improper  relations  with  the  plaintiflTs  wife. 

The  defendant  is  a  clergyman  of  world-wide  fame.  His  reputation  is  a 
sacred  trust.  He  is  entitled  to  deny  this  charge  in  the  broadest  terms,  and 
should  not  be  driven  to  a  motion  to  narrow  the  issue  presented  by  plaintifl's 
complaint,  and  thus  to  narrow  the  denial  he  himself  would  make  on  oath. 
But  having  denied  it,  he  is  entitled  to  know  what  are  the  particular  times 
and  places  at  which  it  is  proposed  to  prove  that  he  committed  this  act,  which 
he  denies  ever  having  committed.  More  than  that,  he  has  got  to  be  prepared 
with  confirmatory  evidence.  For  the  purpose  of  raising  the  issue  his  own 
oath  was  final  and  conclusive ;  but  for  the  purpose  of  the  trial  his  oath  is  not 
conclusive ;  he  has  got  to  know  in  advance  what  evidence  he  needs  to  call. 
He  must  know  whether  some  day  is  going  to  be  assigned,  when  his  children 
were  present  with  him,  or  when  he  was  away, — when  he  was  present  in  New 
York,  or  absent  in  Boston ;  he  may  need  witnesses  from  all  parts  of  the  coun- 
try to  testify  to  his  whereabouts,  and  what  he  was  doing  on  the  days  he  is  to 
be  charged  with  adultery.  He  is  entitled  to  notice  on  that  point;  and  he  can 
not  be  prepared  to  meet  the  issue  without  having  such  notice  time  enough 
before  the  trial  to  enable  him  to  collect  his  witnesses. 

Again,  the  Code  does  not  authorize  a  motion  to  make  more  definitive  and 
certain  where  the  defect  is  only  that  which  occurs  here.  The  motion  to 
Uiake  more  de^uite  and  certain  is  confined  to  cases  where  the  complaint 
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iU»C£»  cot  &l)ow  tlie  precise  nature  of  the  claim.  The  Code  does  not  require 
that  particulars  of  the  claim  should  be  stated  in  the  pleading,  but  only  its 
precise  nature.  Now,  here  the  precise  nature,  of  course,  was  clear  enough : 
it  is  a  question  of  precise  dates,  and  that  is  to  be  attained  by  a  bill  of  parti- 
culars. Moreover,  I  cite  a  case  in  England, — a  case  of  crim,  con.  exactly  like 
this, — in  which  exactly  such  a  general  allegation  was  made.  One  date  was 
given :  it  was  alleged  that  the  two  defendants  committed  adultery,  on  the 
25th  of  August,  and  that  they  committed  adultery  thereafter  at  divers  times 
and  places.  The  co-respondent  (the  alleged  paramour),  moved  for  an  order 
requiring  the  complaint  to  be  made  more  definite  and  certain,  specifying 
those  other  times  and  places.  The  court  denied  that  motion,  upon  the  express 
ground  that  his  remedy  was  by  a  bill  of  particulars.  That  is  the  case  of 
Hunt  T.  Hunt  and  Duke  (2  Swab.  &  T.  574). 

Neither  is  this  applicatien  made  too  late.  It  is  made  in  abundant  time 
before  the  trial.  We  have  shown  liberality  to  the  plaintiff  in  delaying  the 
motion  to  this  time;  because  we  have  given  him  from  the  first  of  August 
(that  is  fully  two  months)  to  prepare  his  case ;  and  now  we  ask  him  only  a 
reasonable,  a  short  time  before  the  trial, — without  ssklDg  that  the  trial  shall 
be  delayed  at  all,  provided  he  uses  promptness, — we  ask  him  to  give  us  the 
benefit  of  his  efforts  in  searching  for  evidence,  and  to  tell  us  now  what  dates 
and  places  he  is  prepared  to  prove  in  this  case. 

Permit  me,  in  closing,  to  cite  the  language  of  two  eminent  judges  with 
regard  to  these  applications  for  particulars,  and  to  say  that  the  principle 
involved  is  such  as  to  make  our  application  more  a  matter  of  right  than  of 
mere  discretion.  Although  the  court  has  nominally  discretion  to  grant  or 
refuse  this  motion,  yet  that  discretion  has  always  been  exercised  upon  legal 
principles.  It  is  a  legal  discretion,  and  like  the  granting  of  an  injunction  or 
the  other  remedies  which  are  ordinary  in  civil  actions,  it  is  guided  by  well- 
settled  rules.  Chief  Justice  Abbott,  afterwards  Lord  Tenterden,  said  that 
'^  the  first  principle  of  justice  is  that  a  defendant  should  be  informed  what  he 
id  charged  with."  So  Judge  Yilates,  of  Pennsylvania,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court,  granting  a  bill  of  particulars  of  adultery  iu  a 
caDe  of  divorce,  said,  ^^  It  would  be  highly  dangerous  to  the  citizens  in  general, 
if  they  were  compelled  to  answer  criminal  charges  without  being  informed  of 
the  specific  offenses  against  which  they  were  called  upon  to  defend  them- 
selves." 

I  submit,  therefore,  to  your  Honor,  with  all  confidence,  that  our  application 
for  particulars  of  these  dates  and  places  is  eminently  reasonable,  and  fair,  and 
just;  that  we  can  not  safely  go  to  trial  without  it;  that  to  do  so  would  be 
walking  headlong,  and  with  our  eyes  open,  into  a  trap :  I  can  not  doubt  that 
yoar  Honor  will  grant  this  application. 

Jir.  Morris. — ^Might  I  inquire  of  the  counsel  under  what  section  of  the 
Code  be  applies? 

Mr.  Shearman. — Section  158. 

Mr.  Morris — [Reading  the  order  to  show  cause].  The  motion  is  made 
under  section  158  of  the  Code.  I  suppose  that  there  is  no  principle  of  prac- 
tice better  settled  under  the  Code,  than  that  that  section  applies  strictly  to  an 
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account.  The  authorities  are  clear,  uDiform,  and  explicit  that  that  Rection  of 
the  Code  has  reference  solely  to  an  acconnt  that  can  be  stated  in  dollars 
and  centF. 

But,  if  your  Honor  pleases,  before  adverting  to  the  authorities  upon  this 
subject,  I  desire  to  call  your  attention 'to  a  paragraph  in  the  affidavit  of  the 
deleiidaut.  Tlie  counsel  stated  to  your  Honor  that  there  was  no  charge  or 
insinuation  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  intended  to  produce  false  and 
rubricated  testimony,  and  disclaimed  any  such  intention,  but  claimed  that 
the  plaintiff  himself  might  be  imposed  upon,  and  that  such  evidence  would 
be  adduced  at  the  trial.  Now,  let  me  read:  **I  am  advised  by  my  counsel, 
and  believe,  that  such  a  statement  indicates-  the  intention  of  the  plaintiff  to 
produce  manufactured  evidence  in  support  of  his  allegation,  and,  by  means 
of  false  testimony,  to  surprise  my  counsel."  They  come  here  with  an  affidavit 
in  which  they  make  the  express  charge  against  the  plaintiff  in  this  action, 
that  he  intends  to  make  out  his  case  by  false  and  perjured  testimony,  and 
then  they  have  the  hardihood  to  get  up  in  court  here  and  denounce  the 
meeting  of  that  allegation  by  plaintiff^s  affidavit,  fairly  and  squarely,  as 
scandalous,  before  your  Honor. 

Another  statement  was  made  by  the  counsel:  he  did  not  give  any  particu- 
lars, but  I  suppose  that  I  know  to  what  he  alluded  when,  in  criticising  or 
denouncing  the  course  that  has  been  pursued  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  action, 
he  spoke  of  his  taking  cases  in  court  and  taking  cases  out  of  court.  He 
refers,  I  suppose,  to  the  charge  that  was  made  against  the  plaintiff  of  libel 
before  Justice  Riley. 

Mr.  Shearman, — Not  at  all;  I  didn't  think  of  it. 

Mr,  Man-is, — To  what  ctise  do  you  refer,  then?  What  case  has  he  taken  in 
court  and  taken  out  ? 

Mr.  Shearman, — This  case  here.  He  brought  it  into  this  conrt,  and  now 
he  goes  into  the  newspapers  with  it. 

Mr,  Morris. — Oh!  that  is  what  you  mean? 

Mr,  Shearman, — That  is  just  what  I  mean. 

Mr,  Morrii, — I  do  not  think  it  is  necessary  that  I  should  say  anything 
further  in  answer  to  the  statement  of  counsel  in  regard  to  the  character  of  the 
affidavit  that  has  been  produced  here  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  This 
motion  is  founded  solely  upou  the  allegation  that  we  intend  to  produce  false 
and  fabricated  testimony,  and  we  hurl  that  charge  back  against  them,  and  say 
that  we  believe  that  they  intend  to  produce  false  and  fabricated  testimony  on 
the  trial,  or  that  they  want  and  seek  this  information  for  the  very  purpose  of 
enabling  them  to  meet  our  testimony  by  fabricated  testimony  and  by  tamper- 
ing with  the  witnesses.  The  very  ground,  if  your  Honor  pleases,  that  they 
state  why  they  should  possess  this  information  is  the  strongest  possible 
reason  that  can  be  assigned  why  they  are  not  entitled  to,  and  should  not 
have,  the  information. 

Now,  I  suppose  it  is  hardly  necessary,  although  I  will  call  your  Honor's  at- 
tention to  some  authorities,  to  show  that  in  no  case  will  a  discovery  be  granted 
where  the  object  is  simply  to  apprise  the  opposite  party  of  the  evidence  by 
which  the  case  is  to  be  sustained  or  defended ;  nor  will  it  ever  be  granted 
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where  the  facts  iu  the  case  are  within  the  knowledge  of  the  party  Beeking 
the  discovery.  Tliey  could  have  moved  under  another  section  of  the  Code 
(section  160),  to  have  our  complaint  made  more  definite  and  certain,  and^ 
that  was  their  remedj',  and  their  only  remedy,  except  one  that  is  now  left  to 
them:  the  examination  of  the  party  before  trial.  Tlie  practice  of  the  court 
is  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  make  the  complaint  definite  and  certain,  if  it  is 
not,  where  the  motion  is  made  in  time.  But,  having  answered,  and  having 
noticed  the  case  for  trial,  they  have  waived  that  right  absolutely;  and  under 
the  rule  of  the  court,  they  should  have  moved  within  twenty  days  after  the 
service  of  the  complaint,  or  they  are  estopped  from  taking  advantage  of 
that.  Now,  then,  they  ask  your  Honor,  or  claim  the  right  under  the  158th 
section  of  the  Code  to  make  this  motion,  because  of  the  language  of  that 
section,  that  the  court  in  any  case  may  compel  the  party  to  furnish  a  bill  of 
particulars.  Now,  the  authorities  are  perfectly  clear  as  to  what  that  means: 
the  courts  have  construed  it.  It  simply  means,  in  any  case  involving  an 
account.  The  authorities  to  which  the  counsel  has  referred  as  to  the  English 
practice,  have  no  application  to  this  motion  whatever.  The  practice  there 
was  similar  and  analogous  to  the  practice  under  this  section  of  the  Code  to 
make  the  complaint  more  definite  and  certain.  The  counsel  has  not  referred 
to  a  single  authority  in  this  state,  and  cannot  find  an  authority  that  sanc- 
tions any  such  practice  as  they  seek  to  establish  in  this  case.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  decisions  are  uniform  that  no  such  remedy  can  be  obtained. 

Mr,  Shearman, — Will  you  give  me  the  authorities  ? 

Mr,  Morris. — I  will  refer  to  the  authorities.  Now,  the  motion  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  discovery.  It  is  not,  in  any  sense,  an  application  for  a  bill  of 
particulars  \iithin  the  meaning  of  the  Code,  but  it  is  iu  the  nature  of  a  dis- 
covery. Well,  now  the  Code  points  out  how  that  remedy  may  be  pursued  in 
connection  with  the  provisions  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  it  relates  to 
books  and  papers;  to  documents;  to  some  data  that  the  court  can  see  are 
necessary  to  enable  the  party  to  prepare  for  his  defense,  or  to  prepare  nis 
answer,  or  to  prepare  even  a  complaint,  if  the  evidence  is  in  possession  of  the 
other  party.  But  that  application  is  confined  exclusively  to  the  inspection 
of  such  evidence,  and  is  never  tolerated  to  the  extent  of  ascertaining  the 
evidence  that  the  party  intends  to  produce  at  the  trial  of  the  cause.  Now,  I 
will  furnish  your  Honor  with  the  authorities,  and  take  up  but  a  little  time  in 
referring  to  them,  but  will  refer  to  one  or  two  to  show  your  Hqnor  what  the 
practice  in  this  State  is. 

Mr,  Shearman, — I  wish  you  would  mention  all  your  authorities,  Mr.  Mor- 
ris; at  least  give  me  the  references. 

Mr.  Morris, — I  will  call  your  Honor's  attention  to  a  case,  Willis  v.  Bailey 
(19  Johns.  268) :  '*  This  court  has  never  gone  further  in  directing  the  plaintiff 
.to  submit  to  the  inspection  of  the  defendant  or  his  counsel,  any  paper  in  hia 
poeseasion  than  is  contained  in  the  rule  granted  in  the  case  of  Laitrenc^  t. 
Ocean  Ins,  Co.  (11  Johns.  245),  note.  .  .  .  The  necessity  of  it  to  enable 
the  defendants  to  defend  themselves  was  fully  shown  on  afiidavit,  etc."  .  . 
•  •  *^  We  never  grant  an  order  for  a  bill  of  particulars  without  the  necessity 
of  snob  order  being  shown  on  affidavit,  for  although  the  count  may  be  general 
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the  defendant  may  well  know  the  grounds  of  the  plaintiff's  action.  We  do 
not  think  that  in  any  case  the  judge  at  Chambers  should  grant  an  order  upon 
the  party  to  produce  papers  for  the  inspection  of  the  other  party,  or  thai  he 
should  furnish  copies  of  the  papers  in  his  possession.  Such  an  application 
should  be  addressed  to  this  court  on  regular  motion.  We  have  not  adopted^ 
nor  do  we  mean  to  adopt,  the  English  practice  in  this  respect.  But  even, 
according  to  the  practice  there,  the  order  in  the  present  case  would  be  in- 
correct, for  the  action  not  being  founded  on  a  written  contract,  if  the 
plaintiff  has  in  his  possession  any  letters  or  papers  they  are  mere  items  of 
evidence,  and  the  party  is  not  bound  to  furnish  matters  of  evidence  to  his 
adversary."  Now,  that  is  precisely  what  they  seek  here;  they  wish  to  make 
us  disclose  mere  matters  of  evidence  that  we  intend  to  produce  at  the  trial.  I 
call  your  Honoris  attention,  also,  to  a  case,  Powers  v,  EJmendorf  {A  How.  Pr.  60) : 
**  By  the  Revised  Statutes  a  similar  power  w^as  conferred  upon  the  Supreme 
Court  (2  R.  8.  109,  §  21),  but  by  the  succeeding  section  it  is  declared  that  in 
the  exercise  of  this  power  the  court  should  be  govenied  by  the  principles  and 
practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  compelling  discovery.  Under  this  re- 
striction it  has  been  understood  that  a  party  could  only  obtain  a  discovery  of 
such  papers  and  documents  in  the  possession  or  control  of  his  adversary  as 
might  furnish  evidence  in  his  own  behalf  upon  the  trial.'*  That  rule  has  been 
enlarged  by  the  Code  to  this  extent,  that  there  are  cases  where  it  is  proper 
for  the  court  to  cora{)el  a  discovery,  although  the  evidence  might  not  tend  to 
the  benefit  of  the  party  seeking  it.  Where  there  are  items  of  account  or  in- 
volved transactions  between  the  parties,  the  right  to  be  informed  of  the  facts 
upon  which  the  party  relies;  it  is  not  confined  to  that  class  of  evidence  ex- 
clusively which  tends  to  the  benefit  of  the  party  seeking  the  discovery,  and 
that  rule  has  been  enlarged.  The  rule,  as  stated  in  Cooper^ s  Eq.  PL  58,  is  this: 
'*  The  rule  in  chancer}'  is  stated  to  be  that  a  plaintiff,  in  a  bill  of  discovery, 
shall  only  have  discovery  of  what  is  necessary  for  his  own  title,  as  of  deeds, 
etc./'  and  I  say  that  that  rule  has  been  enlarged  to  the  extent  to  which  I 
have  called  the  attention  of  the  court,  and  in  no  other  particular.  This  case 
goes  on  to  state:  **  If  this  rule  is  to  be  applied  to  the  construction  of  thr 
provision  of  the  Code  already  cited,  it  is  obvious  that  the  plaintiffs  in  these 
actions  are  not  entitled  to  the  discovery  they  seek;  they  do  not  pretend  that 
the  defendants  have  within  their  power  any  papers  or  documents  which  they 
wish  to  use  in  support  of  their  title  to  the  premises.  On  the  contrary,  they 
avow  it  to  be  their  purpose  in  asking  for  this  discovery  to  ascertain  upon 
what  evidence  the  defendants  expect  to  protect  their  position."  It  was  an 
application,  as  this  is,  simply  to  obtain  the  evidence  that  the  opposite  party 
intended  to  adduce  in  support  of  the  claim,  and  the  court  says  that  that  is 
not  the  practice,  and  can  not  be,  and  the  court  wUl  not  in  any  such  case  grant 
a  discovery.  I  call  the  court's  attention  to  another  case,  Strong  v.  Strong  ( 1 
Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.  268),  in  which  the  court  used  very  appropriate  language: 
**That  section  does  not  require  that  they  shall  contain  the  evidence  in  relation 
to  the  matter  to  be  tried,  but  divides  such  evidence  into  that  relating  to  the 
merits  of  the  action,  and  that  relating  to  the  defense,  evidently  intending  by 
the  former  an  application  by  the  plaintiff,  and  in  the  latter,  one  by  the  de* 
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fendant.  If  it  had  been  intended  that  either  litigant  had  a  right  to  know 
what  evidence  his  adven<ary  intended  to  introduce  against  him,  such  practice 
would  have  included  the  briefs,  memoranda  of  law  and  facts  of  counsel,  and 
instructions  of  their  clients,  a:i  well  as  other  documents,  and  indeed  should 
extend  to  an  oral  examination  of  the  parties  themselves.  The  law  has  always 
considered  sacred  the  rights  of  both  parties  to  keep  secret  their  preparations 
and  means  of  attack  and  defense,  the  right  of  discovery  being  confined  en- 
tirely to  the  evidence  in  the  applicant's  favor."  The  latter  part  of  that 
sentence  has  been  held  differently  by  some  courts.  But  the  balance  of  it  I 
submit  is  the  well-established  law,  and  that  no  authority  in  contravention  of 
that  principle  can  be  cited  in  this  state  under  our  system  of  procedure. 

I  call  your  Honor's  attention  to  another  authority,  Meahlngs  v.  Cromwell 
(1  Sandf.  698)  :  **0n  looking  at  the  cases  in  chancery,  we  find  the  weight  of 
authority  decisive — that,  although  a  party  may  claim  a  discovery  of  the 
^p^tunds  on  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  enforce  his  title,  as  to  whether  it  be 
as  heir,  devisee,  grantee,  or  the  like,  he  can  not  require  a  discovery  as  to  the 
evidence  of  his  title."  In  a  case  in  the  6th  of  Bosworth,  and  numerous 
other  cases,  the  rule  is  held  expressly  to  be,  that  where  the  information  sought 
to  be  discovered  must  of  necessity  be  within  the  knowledge  of  the  other 
party,  that  there  the  discovery  would  never  be  granted,  nor  would  the  court 
require  the  party  to  furnisli  any  particulars.  And  in  the  cases  to  which  allu- 
sion has  been  made,  your  Honor  will  find  that  they  proceed  upon  a 
different  theory  ;  that  it  is  simply  for  the  purpose  of  making  definite  that 
which  is  indefinite  in  the  pleadings  relating  to  the  cause  of  action;  that 
where  the  charge  is  definite  and  clear  and  specific,  the  cause  of  action  stated, 
and  the  facts  relating  to  that  within  the  knowledge  of  the  party,  that  there 
the  aid  of  the  court  can  not  be  invoked.  But  this  application,  if  your  Honor 
pleases,  proceeds  upon  an  entirely  new  theory.  They  do  not  proceed  upon 
the  theory  that  this  complaint  is  indefinite  and  uncertain.  If  that  had  been 
the  theory  of  this  application,  they  would  noi  have  put,  nor  would  it  have 
been  necessary  to  have  put  this  insinuation  in  their  afiSdavit,  that  we  intended 
to  produce  manufactured  evidence,  because  the  inspection  of  the  complaint 
itself  would  have  revealed  the  fact  as  to  whether  it  was  sufiiciently  definite 
and  certain,  or  specific.  So  that  your  Honor  will  see  that  this  application  is 
made  solely  upon  the  foundation  that  we  intend  to  produce  false  and  perjured 
testimony  upon  the  trial  in  support  of  our  cause  of  action,  and,  in  fact,  the 
counsel  avers  that  here — that  that  is  their  purpose.  It  is  to  meet  that  sug- 
gestion, that  we  intend  to  produce  false  and  perjured  testimony  upon  the 
trial,  that  this  information  is  sought.  Not  that  the  complaint  is  not  definite 
and  certain,  not  that  they  don't  know  how  to  meet  the  facts  in  this  case,  not 
that  they  are  not  informed  of  the  facts  of  this  case,  but  they  come  into  court 
here,  and  ask  your  Honor  to  assume,  as  a  basis  of  granting  this  relief,  that 
we  intend  to  produce  false  and  perjured  testimony  in  support  of  our  claim. 
I  venture  to  say  that  your  Honor  has  never  before  heard  such  an  extravagant 
proposition  advanced  in  any  court. 

They  come  in  court  here,  and  they  say  to  your  Honor,  **  Here  is  an  action 
pending  against  us.     We  know  all  about  the  facts :  we  know  every  fact  in 
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thb  case.  But  we  are  afraid  that  the  plaintiif  intends  to  produce  false  and  pei^ 
jurcd  testimony.  Therefore  we  want  an  order  of  the  court  compelling  the 
plaintifif  to  reveal  to  us  in  advance  the  perjured  testimony  that  he  intends  to 
adduce."  That  is  the  application;  that  is  the  groundwork  of  the  applica- 
tion; that  is  the  only  foundation  of  this  application.  They  make  the 
in  famous  insinuation  against  the  plaintiff  that  he  intends  to  uphold  his  claim 
by  false  and  porjuretl  testimony,  and  therefore  the  court  must  assume  that 
fact  upon  the  mere  basis  of  the  insinuation  of  4he  party;  the  court  must  con- 
demn the  plaintiif  in  advance;  must  say  to  a  litigant  coming  into  court  to 
assert  his  rijihts,  **  You  intCT?d  to  bring  a  false  and  perjured  case:  they  have 
insituated  that  against  you,  and  sitting  upon  the  Bench  I  will  judicially 
determiuc  that  your  case  is  a  false  and  manufactured  and  perjured  case,  and 
I  will  pronounce  it  so  iu  advance  of  the  trial,  and  compel  you  to  disclose  the 
perjured  testhnony  that  you  intend  to  bring  in  support  of  it."  That  is  the 
position:  there  is  no  escaping  it.  That  is  the  sole  ground,  and  they  aver  it 
here:  that  your  Honor,  simply  upon  the  basis  that  this  case  is  to  be  supported 
by  false,  fictitious,  and  perjured  testimony,  must  so  determine  in  advance  of 
the  trial,  and  let  the  plaintiff  come  into  court  here  branded  as  a  suborner  of 
perjury,  and  as  a  perjurer  himself,  judicially  declared  and  determined.  I  say 
that  the  application  is  monstrous.  And  when  they  come  in  court  here  with  such 
an  insinuation  as  that  against  my  client,  we  hurl  it  back  in  their  teeth,  and 
say,  **That  is  what  you  mean:  that  is  what  you  intend."  We  do  it  here:  wo 
will  meet  them  upcm  that  issue.  We  will  meet  them  before  twelve  men  upon 
the  issue  as  to  who  in  this  case  has  committed  perjury,  and  as  to  who  upon 
the  trial  will  commit  perjury,  and  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury  upon  that  ques- 
tion we  will  be  willing  to  stand.  I  say  it  is  a  monstrous  proposition.  When 
they  accuse  us  of  this  diabolical  design,  we  say,  **  You  yvant  to  know  all  of 
our  witnesses,  and  all  the  circumstances  which  we  intend  to  bring  in  support 
of  our  case,  in  order  that  you  may  tamper  with  our  witnesses,  in  order  that 
you  may  be  prepared  with  false  testimony  to  meet  it,"  and  we  say  why  we  so 
believe,  and  we  refer  to  the  facts:  we  do  not  give  a  mere  base  insinuation,  as 
they  do.  but  we  refer  to  the  facts  that  entitle  us  to  the  belief  that  they  intend 
thus  to  meet  our  case. 

I  regret  that  this  statement  that  the  counsel  has  harped  about  so  much, 
80  haunts  the  other  side.  I  regret  that  it  makes  them  so  uneasy  and  .so 
nervous.  It  would  not,  if  it  was  a  false  statement.  Then  they  could  easily 
meet  it.  But  it  is  because  of  the  damning  facts  that  it  contains  that  it  so 
haunts  the  other  side,  and  it  will  haunt  them  until  the  day  of  their  death. 
And  when  counsel  say  that  my  client  subjected  himself  to  punishment  for 
contempt  in  making  a  statement  of  the  facts  in  the  papers,  and  hope  that  it 
was  not  done  by  my  advice,  I  tell  them  that  I  sanctioned  it,  and  that  I  take 
all  the  odinm  or  blame  if  there  is  any  attaching  to  that  act,  as  a  lawyer  at  the 
bar  of  this  or  any  other  court. 

I  have  authorities  to  which  I  will  call  your  Honor's  attention  (and  I  say 
there  are  no  authorities  to  the  contrary),  holding  that  this  section  of  the  Code 
refers  to  an  account,  and  if  they  wanted  a  more  specific  statement  as  to  that 
they  should  have  moved  for  it.     If  they  want  it  now,  let  them  examine  the 
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plaintiff  before  trial.  Tbey  have  that  right :  they  can  do  that.  O  !  no,  but 
they  will  say,  *^  We  du|i't  want  to  examine  him  before  trial,  because  he  will 
perjure  himself;  because  he  will  testify  falsely.  We  can  not  examine  him 
before  triaL''  Well,  the  court  will  not  relieve  them  from  that  situation. 
The  law  points  out  thtir  remedy,  and  that  is  the  only  remedy  they  now  have 
with  reference  to  getting  a  statement  from  the  plaintiff.  But  I  think,  if  the 
counsel  will  read  carefully  (and  I  would  commend  that  to  their  considera- 
tion),— if  they  will  read  caref ulJy  the  twenty-seven  columns  of  statement  that 
the  counsel  has  referred  to,  and  digesc  that,  I  have  no  doubt  that  they  will 
be  possessed  of  all  the  information  that  they  desire  with  reference  to  the  facts 
of  this  case. 

I  have  taken  up  more  time  than  seems  to  me  really  necessary  in  speaking 
npon  this  point.  They  come  here  simply,  as  I  said  before,  and  say  now  to 
your  Honor,  *'We  know  the  facts  of  this  case  ;  they  are  all  within  our 
knowledge.  We  are  better  possessed  of  the  facts  than  the  plaintiff  himself 
possibly  can  be  ;  but  he  is  going  to  perjure  himself,  and  produce  false  and 
perjured  testimony,  and  we  want  you  so  to  decide  and  compel  him  to  furnish 
OS  upon  that  theory  his  whole  case.''  I  submit,  your  Honor,  that  the  motion 
should  be  denied. 

Mr,  Shtarman, — Will  you  give  me  these  other  authorities  ? 

Mr,  Morris. — I  wDl  give  you  the  other  authorities  to  which  I  refer  : 
Taung  v.  De  MoU  (1  Barb.  30)  ;  Strong  v.  Strong  (1  Abb.  Pr.  233)  ;  WiUi$ 
T.  Bailey  (19  Johns.  268)  ;  Lawrence  v.  Ocmn  ln».  Co.  (11  Id.  245)  ;  BlacHe 
€t  aL  V.  Neilson  (6  Bosw.  683)  ;  MeaJcings  v.  Cromicell  (1  Sandf.  700,  2  Abb. 
N.  Y.  Dig.  711)  ;  and  Kellogg  v.  Paine  (8  How.  Pr.  329). 

Mr,  Shearman. — What  point  do  you  cite  that  for  ? 

Mr.  Morris. — Showing  the  meaning  of  that  section  ;  showing  that  it 
applies  to  matters  of  account — the  bill  of  particulars  under  the  158th  section 
of  the  Code.  I  refer  also  to  Hoyt  v.  Amer.  Ex.  Bank  (1  Duer,  652);  Brevoort 
T.  Warner  (8  How.  Pr.  321) ;  Thompson  v.  The  Erie  R.  R.  Co.  (9  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.  212) ;  The  Commercial  Bank  of  Albany  v.  Ihinham  (13  How.  Pr.  541) ;  Davis 
T.  Dunham  (Id.  425) ;  Hunt  v.  Hewitt  (7  Exchequer,  236) ;  Wright  v.  Murray 
(11  Id.  209). 

Mr,  Shearman. — Only  a  few  words  may  be  necessary  from  me  in  reply  to 
the  learned  gentleman.  In  the  first  place,  every  case  which  he  has  cited, 
erery  case  from  which  he  read  any  extract,  or  of  which  he  gave  any  explana- 
tion whatever,  related  purely  to  the  proceeding  for  the  discovery  and  inspec- 
tion of  documents,  and  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  a  bill  of  particulars. 
Id  the  second  place,  all  the  cases  which  the  gentleman  cites  which  do  refer 
to  a  bill  of  particulars,  he  cites  without  paying  for  what  puq)ose.  Two  or 
them,  one  in  Sandford  and  one  in  Barbour*  were  decided  before  the  amend- 
ment to  section  158,  and,  indeed,  before  the  Code  went  into  effect  at  all.  I 
do  not  see  that  they  have  much  to  do  with  his  point  that  section  158  only 
relates  to  an  account.  I  am  tolerably  familiar  with  all  those  cases,  and  I  do 
not  know  what  bearing  they  have  upon  this  question  at  all  ;  I  am  unable  to 
•ee  it.  The  only  case  which  he  says  confines  section  158  to  matters  of 
account  (8tb  How.  Pr.  329),  I  am  tolerably  familiar  with,  and  it  does  nothing 
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of  tlic  sort.  The  odIv  point  in  that  case  is,  that  it  states  how  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars should  be  made  more  certain  when  the  one  served  was  insufficient,  that 
being  a  bill  of  particulars  in  relation  to  a  matter  of  account.  But  it  was  not 
in  the  power  of  the  court  there  to  decide  that  a  bill  of  particulars  could  only 
be  given  in  a  case  of  account,  because  the  action  was  one  of  account,  and  a 
bill  of  particulars  had  already  been  granted.  Now,  a  bill  of  particulars  has 
not  been  confined  to  matters  of  account  ;  nay,  more,  there  are  more  cases  in 
the  books  where  bills  of  particulars  have  been  granted  where  the  action  was 
not  in  relation  to  an  account,  than  there  are  where  it  was.  More  than  that, 
the  very  reason  why  that  clause  was  added  to  the  Code,  "The  court  may  in 
all  cases  order  a  bill  of  particulars,"  &c.,  was,  that  in  the  original  hasty 
codification  of  1848,  provision  was  made  only  for  items  of  account,  and  not 
for  bills  of  particulars  in  other  cases. 

The  gentleman  excepts  to  the  citation  of  English  cases:  I  suppose  on 
the  ground  that  they  are  not  authority.  But  from  where  did  we  get  our 
authorities  for  any  bills  of  particulars?  Where  did  the  precedents  for  the  19th 
of  Johnson  come  from?  Purely  from  the  practice  of  the  court  of  Eling's 
Bench ;  and  (the  gentleman  may  not  be  aware  of  the  fact)  the  foundation  of 
our  practice  was  laid  upon  the  practice  of  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench  in 
England,  and  at  an  early  stage  of  our  legal  history  the  practice  of  that  court 
was  adopted  by  our  Supreme  Court  in  all  cases  where  there  was  no  rule  to 
the  contrary.  That  practice  comes  down  to  the  present  day.  The  Code 
expressly  recognizes  the  power  of  the  court  to  order  a  bill  of  particulars  in 
all  cases ;  and  these  decisions  of  the  English  court  are  precisely  applicable  to 
ours. 

With  regard  to  all  that  has  been  said  concerning  the  theory  that  your 
Honor  must  judicially  decide  that  the  plaintiff  is  going  to  commit  perjury  if 
you  grant  this  motion.  I  say  there  is  no  ground  nor  pretext  for  that,  and 
there  is  none  in  the  affidavit  which  we  presented.  I  drew  a  distinction 
between  what  was  stated  in  the  affidavit,  and  the  inferences  which  we 
drew  from  facts  here  as  counsel.     Our  affidavit  does  assert  the  belief  that  the 

plaintiff  intends  to  rely  upon 

Mr.  yforrls. — The  language  of  the  affidavit  is  ** intends  to  produce." 
Mr.  Shearman. — I  accept  the  language  as  it  is, — **  intends  to  produce  it." 
If  he  does  not  intend  to  produce  false  testimony,  how  can  any  evidence  be 
introduced  at  all  in  this  case,  if  the  oath  of  the  defendant  be  true?  For  he 
sw^ears  that  he  never  did  commit  any  of  these  acts.  If  he  never  did,  then  the 
plaintiff  necessarily  must  produce  manufactured  and  false  evidence.  But  I 
say,  again,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the  plaintiff  himself  manu- 
factures that  evidence  or  knows  it  to  be  false;  and  the  affidavit  does  not  so 
assert.  Therefore  it  was  no  justification  for  counter- charges  of  falsity  with 
knowledge,  in  the  plaintiff's  own  affidavit.  With  regard  to  that  affidavit  of 
the  plaintiff,  it  is  a  very  striking  circumstance  that  the  gentleman  who  comes 
in  and  stands  upon  the  technical  law,  as  a  reason  for  denying  this  informa- 
tion, comes  into  court  with  an  affidavit  so  clearly  wandering  outside  this 
case,  so  clearly  going  beyond  its  sphere, — drawn  by  the  plaintiff  himself,  anrt 
evidently  not  read  by  the  counsel  before  he  came  into  court,  with  any  care. 
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Mr,  MorrU. — The  affidavit  was  drawn  by  myself  and  handed  to  the  plain- 
tiff and  elaborated. 

Mr,  Shearman. — Exactly:  the  plaintiff  wrot«  it  out  in  his  own  handwrit- 
ing, aod  comes  into  court  with  an  affidavit  intending  to  spread  himself 
elaborately,  taking  the  legal  points  suggested  by  his  counsel,  but  going 
beyond  what  his  counsel  thought  necessary.  As  the  counsel  says,  his  client 
*' elaborated  *'  that  affidaWt,  simply  for  the  purpose  of  spreading  himself 
upon  the  record  and  throwing  mud  right  and  left. 

Mr.  Morru, — I  say  he  did  not  go  beyond  what  I  advised  him. 

Mr.  Shearman. — I  can  not  follow  the  gentleman  in  his  tactics.  He  said  a 
while  ago  that  the  plaintiff  did  elaborate ;  now  he  says  he  did  vot.  Now, 
we  seek  not  to  know  the  witnesses,  not  to  find  the  documents;  and  there- 
fore all  the  cases  cited  with  regard  to  the  discovery  and  inspection  of  docu- 
ments are  wholly  irrelevant.  We  do  not  ask  anything  of  the  kind.  We  do 
not  seek  to  know  the  name  of  a  single  witness,  so  that  we  might  tamper  with 
him.  What  we  ask  is  that  we  shall  have  a  venue  and  a  date.  That  is 
granted  to  every  person  when  he  is  tried  for  any  crime.  Xo  indictment  is 
allowed  which  asserts  that  the  defendant  "  on  various  days,  and  at  divers 
places  picked  the  pockets  of  sundry  persons."  The  indictment  is  always 
required  to  specify  the  time  and  place  where  the  offense  was  committed,  and 
the  person  upon  whom  it  was  committed. 

Mr.  MorrU. — Would  you  in  that  case  move  for  a  bill  of  particulars  ? 

Mr.  Shearman. — In  that  case  we  could  demur  to  the  indictment. 

Mr.  Morris. — There  would  not  have  been  any  case  charged. 

Mr.  Shearman. — In  the  old  common-law  practice,  which  still  exists  in 
full  force  in  criminal  cases,  a  demurrer  was  allowed  for  all  manner  of  insuf- 
ficiences,  including  want  of  particularity.  But  under  the  Code,  the  power 
of  demurring  to  the  complaint  on  account  of  the  want  of  a  date  or  a  place, 
is  taken  away  in  civil  actions.  We  have  no  longer  that  remedy  under  the 
Code.  The  only  remedy  we  have,  therefore,  is  either  by  a  motion  to  make 
more  definite  and  certain,  or  by  a  bill  of  particulars.  I  cite  on  that  the  case  of 
Hunt  V.  Duke  (2  Swab.  &  T.  574).  What  we  seek,  then,  is  to  get  this  ordinary 
right,  which,  as  the  gentleman  himself  admits,  we  should  have,  as  a  matter 
Of  course,  in  a  criminal  action. 

Mr.  Morris. — 1  don't  admit  it. 

Mr.  Shearman. — We  seek  to  get  it  by  the  remedy  which  the  Code  and  the 
common-law  provide.  We  seek  to  get  it  in  the  old-fashioned  way,  by  get- 
ting a  statement  of  the  particular  times  and  places;  and  I  confess  myself  un- 
able to  notice  a  single  argument  advanced  by  the  learned  gentleman,  or  to 
find  a  single  case  among  those  cited  by  him,  which  in  any  way  denies  the 
power  of  the  court  to  grant  this  motion,  or  which  limits  the  discretion  of 
the  court,  or  guides  it  adversely  to  the  conclusion  at  which  we  seek  to  arrive. 

Mr.  Morris. — In  regard  to  delay,  I  will  remind  the  court  that  they  took 
about  seventeen  days  to  put  in  their  answer,  which  it  would  only  have  taken 
about  thirty  seconds  to  draw. 

Mr.  Shearman, — ^That  is  a  most  unwarranted  imputation,  which  I  resent 
OB  behalf  of  my  client,  because,  as  is  well  known,  at  the  time  the  complaint 
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was  served  he  had  left  for  New  Hampshire;  and  the  counsel  knows  (if  he 
knows  anything  about  the  Revised  Statutes)  that  there  is  a  most  special  and 
complicated  provision  of  law,  with  regard  to  the  mode  of  verifying  affidavits 
outside  of  this  State.  I  am  bound  to  believe  he  does  not  know  it,  judging 
from  conversations  which  he  has  caused  to  be  reported ;  but  I  say  there  is  a 
most  technical  provision,  and  we  had  to  send  three  times  before  we  could  get 
the  verification  in  the  form  presi-ribed  by  law.  On  the  day  after  receiving  the 
complaint,  we  mailed  the  answer  to  our  client  in  New  Hampshire.  He  went, 
on  the  day  after  receiving  it,  seventeen  miles  to  find  an  officer  before  whom  he 
could  verify  it.  That  officer  forwarded  the  paper  for  attestation  to  the  wrong 
official.  We  sent  it  back ;  and  this  time  it  was  certified  by  the  proper  officer, 
but  in  wrong  form.  We  sent  it  a  third  time,  and  I  personally  superintended 
the  matter  in  the  White  Mountains,  to  get  it  right.  Of  course  we,  as  attor- 
neys, might  have  verified  the  answer ;  but  we  did  not  propose  to  give  the 
enemies  of  our  client  an  opportunity  to  charge  him  with  evading  the  respon- 
sibility of  a  denial  under  his  own  oath. 

Mr.  TrcLcy. — Since  this  argument  has  been  in  progress,  my  attention  has 
been  called  to  a  case  in  this  court  of  a  similar  character,  in  which  one  of  your 
associates  has  settled  the  rule  chat  even  where  an  application  has  been  made 
to  make  the  complaint  more  definite  and  certain,  and  that  is  granted,  the 
court  will  not  then  on  the  trial  confine  the  plaintiff  to  the  particular  allega. 
tions  in  the  complaint,  but  will  allow  them  to  travel  outside.  If  that  is  the 
rule  of  this  court,  it  makes  it  still  more  important  to  grant  our  application 
here,  requiring  them  to  give  us  a  bill  of  particulars  in  which  they  shall  state 
the  times  and  places  concerning  which  they  propose  to  offer  evidence. 

Mr.  Morris. — I  have  no  doubt  it  would  be  of  great  advantage  to  you  to 
know  onr  evidence. 

Mr.  Traqf. — We  do  not  seek  to  know  their  evidence,  nor  their  witnesses, 
nor  any  discovery  of  papers  and  documents.  We  simply  seek  to  know  what 
is  the  right  of  every  man  charged  with  an  offense  which  he  denies;  the  time 
and  place  when  it  is  alleged  that  offense  was  committed.  That  is  essential, 
we  say,  to  enable  him  to  prepare  for  his  defense,  else  he  may  be  utterly  sur- 
prised at  the  trial,  b6th  by  the  locality  and  the  date  assigned  by  the  evidence. 
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On  November  5,  1874,  the  Chief  Justice  delivered  the  following  opinion  : 
Nbilson,  Ch.  J. — The  complaint  charges  that  the  defendant  committed 
the  wrongful  acts  stated  **on  or  about  the  10th  day  of  October,  1868,  and  on 
divers  other  days  and  times  after  that  day  and  before  the  commencement  of 
this  action,  at  the  house  of  the  defendant,  No.  134  Columbia-st.,  city  of  Brook- 
lyn, and  at  the  house  of  the  plaintiff,  No.  174  Livingston-st.,"  in  said  city. 

An  answer,  denying  the  charges,  has  been  put  in,  and  the  issue  of  fact 
thus  joined,  noticed  for  trial.  An  application  is  now  made  for  an  order 
requiring  the  plaintiff  to  deliver  to  the  defendant's  attorneys  a  statement  in 
writing  of  the  times  and  places  at  which  he  expects  and  intends  to  prove  that 
the  defendant  committed  and  confessed  any  such  acts. 
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Ab  to  the  places  where  the  plaintiff  may  expect  or  intend  to  prove  that 
the  acts  were  committed,  the  complaint  is  specific ;  the  houses  and  streets  are 
designated.  The  information  on  that  point,  sought  by  this  application,  has 
l>ecn  fully  given. 

As  to  the  supposed  confessions  the  complaint  is  silent,  and  properly  so. 
Under  our  system  of  pleadings  the  facts  are  to  be  set  forth,  not  the  evidence 
of  those  facts.  This  distinction  must  be  observed ;  it  is  expressly  enjoined 
by  the  Code;  has  been  enforced  by  an  unbroken  chain  of  decisions.  When, 
therefore,  the  plaintiffs  case  is  stated  in  the  complaint,  the  claim  or  wnmg 
being  one  of  which  the  law  takes  cognizance,  the  pleader  is  not  allowed  to  add 
averments  disclosing  the  oral  proof  by  which  he  expects  or  intends  to  support 
or  establish  his  case  on  the  trial. 

But  it  18  shown  by  affidavits  that  the  plaintiff,  who  could  not  have  aHeged 
in  his  complaint  that  such  confessions  had  been  made,  and  might  have  been 
prudently  reticent  on  the  subject,  has  stated  in  a  newspaper  article  that  such 
proof  existed.  In  view  of  that,  the  defendant's  counsel  claims  that  the 
plaintiff  should  be  required  tu  state  when  and  where  those  confessions,  if  any, 
were  made.  The  question  is  not  simply  whether  it  .would  be  well  for  the 
defendant  to  have  that  additional  information,  but  whether  the  court  has  the 
power  to  make  such  a  requisition.  I  am  satisfied  that  we  have  not  the  power. 
It  would  be  a  dangerous  innovation,  an  anomaly  in  practice,  if  every  defendant 
who  learns  that  there  may  be  an  attempt  to  prove  admissions  could,  by  motion 
before  the  court,  compel  further  disclosures.  So  far  as  I  am  advised,  such  an 
order  has  never  been  granted. 

The  only  remaining  ground  of  the  application  is  as  to  the  times  when  the 
plaintiff  expects  and  intends  to  prove  that  the  acts  took  place. 

The  complaint  has  it  thus :  **  On  or  about  the  10th  day  of  October,  1868, 
and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  after  that  day,"  &c.  That  is  good  and 
correct  pleading.  Chitty  gives  that  form  for  this  action,  and  in  a  note,  it  is 
aaid,  '*  the  injury  may  be  stated  to  have  been  comhiitted  on  divers  days, 
and  times,"  &c.  (2  Chitty  PL  042).  But  if  any  question  could  be  raised  in 
respect  to  that  form,  the  defendant  should  have  applied  to  have  the  complaint 
made  more  definite  and  certain. 

In  a  case  of  this  precise  nature  the  complaint  did  not  specify  the  places, 
not  even  the  county,  and  Judge  Reynolds,  at  Special  Term,  granted  such  an 
application  before  answer.     That  is  the  practice  prescribed  by  tlie  Code. 

Under  the  common-law  system  of  pleading,  especially  where  the  common 
oomits  were  used,  a  defendant  might  have  been  taken  by  surprise  as  to  matters 
touching  which  he  had  the  right  to  be  informed,  and  some  remedial  practiQp 
for  the  suitor's  protection  was  necessary.  Courts  of  Equity,  in  the  exercise  of 
inherent  powers,  inaugurated  a  practice  of  the  nature  now  invoked,  and 
under  legislative  directions,  the  courts  of  law  acquired  the  right  to  order  a 
discovery  and  inspecticm  of  papers,  but  with  special  limitations,  and  to 
require  bills  of  particulars  in  certain  cases,  especially  as  to  the  items  of  an 
tooount. 

The  elaborate  brief  handed  in  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant 
has  a  large  collection  of  the  cases  in  which  such  power  has  been  exercised. 
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with  interesting  analogies  and  illustrations.    But  none  of  the  cases  apply  to 
the  legal  question  involved. 

In  his  treatise  on  practice  (vol.  2,  p.  48),  Mr.  Shearman  says: 

^^  As  a  general  rule,  a  bill  of  particulars  will  not  be  ordered  in  an  action 
for  a  tort.  (See  Pylie  v.  Stephen^  6  Mees.  &  W.,  813;  Stannard  v.  WMthorne^ 
8  Bing.,  N.  C,  328;  SnelHng  v,  Chenneh,  5  Dowl.  P.  C,  80.)  Thus  it  will 
not  be  ordered  in  an  action  for  injuries  causing  death  (Murphy  v.  Kipp^  1 
Duer,  659) ;  nor,  usually,  in  any  action  for  personal  injuries  (Semble, '  Berry 
v.  Lloyd,  I  Chit.  Rep.  726  per  Best,  J.)." 

That  learned  writer  proceeds  to  state  the  reason  why  such  bills  are  not 
granted  in  an  action  for  a  tort,  to  wit,  that  the  cause  of  action  must  almost 
always  appear  with  sufficient  distinctness  in  the  complaint  to  enable  the 
defendant  to  prepare  his  defense,  and  refers  to  Humphrey  v.  Cottleyou  (4  Cow. 
64),  where  a  bill  of  ])articulars  was  ordered  in  an  action  for  the  conversion  of 
personal  property,  **as  avoiding  great  detail  in  the  pleadings,'*  and  to 
Snelling  v.  Chenneh  (5  Dowl.  P.  C,  80),  and  Key  v.  Thimblehy  (6  Exch.,  696), 
to  the  point  that,  in  actions  of  tort,  the  application  should  be  accompanied  with 
an  affidavit  that  che  defendant  does  not  know  what  the  plaintiff  is  suing  for. 

This  last  proposition  accords  with  several  late  cases,  in  which  it  has  been 
held  that  such  bills  will  not  be  furnished  if  the  defendant  already  has,  or, 
from  the  nature  of  the  case,  must  have  the  best  or  fullest  knowledge  of  the 
facts.  Indeed,  there  are  many  exceptions,  and  as  to  the  general  theory,  a 
late  learued  and  prudent  Judge  has  said:  ^^The  law  has  always  considered 
sacred  the  rights  of  both  parties  to  keep  secret  their  preparations  and  means 
of  attack  and  defense  "  (Strong  v.  Strong,  1  Abb.  Pr.,  N.  S.,  238).  As  indi- 
cating the  theory  that  the  right  of  discovery  at  law  has  been  regarded  as 
matter  proper  for  legislative  direction,  rather  than  for  such  direction  as  the 
court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  supposed  inherent  powers,  might  in  each  case 
choose  to  grant,  our  statutes  as  to  compelling  discovery  in  respect  to  betting 
and  gaming  (2  R.  8.,  926),  and  illegal  brokerage  (2  R.  8.,  979),  usurioiM 
transactions  (8  R.  8.,  78),  and  in  respect  to  attorneys  (8  R.  8.,  478,  479), 
might  well  be  referred  to. 

Moreover,  as  rules  of  practice  must  be  general,  not  changed  materially  to 
conform  to  particular  cases,  a  plaintiff  may  so  shape  his  case  as  to  meet 
exigencies,  as  where  witnesses  are  hostile  and  refuse  to  disclose  the  facts 
until  compelled  to  do  so  on  the  trial. 

But.  as  I  have  said,  the  question  is  as  to  the  power  of  the  court,  a  power 
to  be  exercised  with  special  reference  to  the  system  of  practice  established 
by  the  Legislature.  The  Code,  in  creating  a  new  system  of  procedure,  has 
prescribed  the  manner  in  which  a  cause  of  action  shall  be  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint^  and  how  a  pleading,  if  defective,  may  be  perfected.  It  gives  to  a 
defendant  not  satisfied  with  the  frame  or  terms  of  the  complaint,  remedies 
much  more  full  and  adequate  than  given  under  the  old  system.  He  may 
move  to  have  the  complaint  made  more  definite  and  certain,  and  where  the 
claim  can  be  itemized,  may  also  have  a  bill  of  particulars.  To  all  this  the 
Code  adds  the  right  to  examine  the  adversary  on  oath  before  trial,  and  even 
at  the  trial.  * 


ORDER.  83 

But  the  Code  allows  a  bill  of  particulars  of  the  claim.  If  the  wrong  be 
the  conversion  of  personal  property,  the  enumeration  or  description  of  it 
would  be  as  to  the  particulars  of  the  claim.  But  an  action  of  this  peculiar 
class,  like  that  for  assault  and  battery,  is  sufficiently  stated  and  described  in 
the  general  allegation  necessarily  contained  in  the  complaint.  Extraneous 
incidents  there  may  be,  enhancing  or  diminishing  the  grievance,  but  nothing 
further  could  be  said  as  to  the  claim  itself.  When  we  are  treating  of 
claims  in  respect  to  property,  or  contracts,  or  accounts,  a  different  rule 
applies. 

In  this  case  the  right  to  move  that  the  complaint  be  made  more  definite 
and  certain  has  been  \vaived.  In  several  crises  the  courts  have  held  that  such 
waiver  was  a  confession  that  the  pleading  was  sufficient.  Such  motion  was 
a  simple  and  the  appropriate  remedy,  and  this  application  cannot  be  accepted, 
though  intended  as  a  substitute.  But  the  question  is  not  of  much 
moment  to  the  defendant,  as  the  informati(m  to  which  he  could  have 
been  entitled  may  yet  be  obtained  by  examining  the  plaintiff  before  the 
trial. 

I  think  that  the  practice  established  by  the  Code  should  be  followed,  as 
thns  and  only  thus  can  certainty  and  consistency  be  obtained ;  and  that  an 
attempt  by  the  court  to  evade  that  practice  and  substitute  other  modes  of 
procedure  would  be  unwise,  if  not  reprehensible. 

The  application  is  denied,  but  without  costs. 


The  following  order  was  accordingly  entered  : 

At  a  Special  Term  of  the  City  Court  of  Brooklyn,  held  at  the  Court 
House,  City  of  Brooklyn,  on  the  30th  day  of  October,  1874. 

Present. — Hon.  Joseph  Neilson,  Chief  Jud^e, 
[Title  of  thf  cause.] 

An  order  having  been  heretofore  granted  to  show  cause  why,  **the  plain- 
tiflf  should  not  deliver  to  the  defendant's  attorneys  a  statement  in  writing  of 
the  particular  times  and  places  at  which  he  expects  or  intends  to  prove  that 
any  acts  of  adultery  or  criminal  intercourse  took  place  between  the  defendant 
and  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff,  and  of  the  particular  times  and  places  at  which 
he  expects  or  intends  to  prove  that  the  defendant  confessed  any  such  act  of 
adultery  or  criminal  intercourse,'*  and  said  order  to  show  cause  having  been 
heard  by  the  court,  on  the  return  day  thereof,  upon  reading  and  filing  the 
affidavits  of  Theodore  Tilton  and  Henry  Ward  Beecher,  and  Olin  J.  Clauson, . 
and  the  pleadings  in  this  action,  and  after  hearing  Thos.  G.  Shearman,  Esq., 
and  R  F.  Tracy,  Esq.,  for  the  defendant,  and  Sam'l  D.  Morris,  Esq.,  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  on  motion  of  Morris  <&  Pearaall,  plaintiff's  attorneys, — 

It  U  ordered^  that  said  motion  to  compel  **  the  plaintiff  to  deliver  to  the 
defendants  attorneys  a  statement  in  writing  of  the  particular  times  and  places 
at  which  he  expects  or  intends  to  prove  that  any  acts  of  adultery  or  criminal 
intercovLree  took  place  between  the  defendant  and  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  of  the  particular  times  and  places  at  which  he  expects  or  intends  to  prove 
that  the  defendant  confessed  any  such  act  of  adultery  or  criminal  inter 
L— 8 
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course,"  be,  and  the  Rame  is  hereby  denied,  without  costs,  on  the  ground  that 
the  court  had  no  power  to  grant  the  same,  and  on  the  other  grounds  stated. 

Enter  J.  N. 

(A  copy.)      Stephen  J.  Colahan,  Clerh. 

[L.  B.J 


APPEAL   TO    GENERAL   TERM. 
From  this  order  defendant  appealed,  and  served  the  following  notice  : 
[Title  of  the  cause,] 

Gentlemen  :  Please  take  notice,  that  the  defendant  appeals  to  the  General 
Term  of  this  court  from  the  order  entered  herein  on  the  5th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1874,  denying  defendant's  morion  for  a  bill  of  particulars,  and  from, 
every  part  thereof. 

New  York,  Nov.  6,  1874. 

Yours,  &c.,        Sheakman  &  Sterling,  Defendants  Attorneys. 
To  Messrs.  Morris  &  Pearsall,  Plaintiff  *»  Attorneys, 

S.  J.  Col  AH  AN,  Esq.,  Clerk  of  the  City  Court  of  Brooklyn, 
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THE  Decision  of  Neilson,  Ch.  J.,  on  Nov.  13th,  1874. 

3fr,  Shearman, — May  it  please  the  court,  the  question  at  issue  is  whether 
the  plaintiff,  after  having  publicly  asserted  his  full  knowledge  of  the  times 
and  places  at  which  the  alleged  offenses  were  committed,  and  after  stating 
that  he  had  been  informed  of  such  times  and  places  and  occasions  in  full 
detail  by  the  defendant  and  by  his  own  wife,  against  both  of  whom  he 
brings  this  shocking  charge,  shall  be  required  to  give  notice  before  the  trial, 
of  the  times  and  places  at  which  he  claims  that  these  offenses  weie  committed. 
Or  to  put  the  question  in  a  less  technical  form,  it  is  simply  tliis: 

Shall  this  defendant,  who  has  lived  for  thirty  years  in  this  city  an  honored 
and  stainless  life,  when  now  put  upon  trial  for  that  which  to  him  is  dearer 
than  lite,  have  a  fair,  open,  and  square  battle  in  the  light  of  day,  or  shall  be 
be  assassinated  in  the  dark,  under  the  cloak  of  justice  and  the  forms  of  law  ? 

This  has  seemed  to  my  associates  who  are  present  (Messrs.  Trfecy  and  Hill), 
as  well  as  to  our  seniors  who  are  not  present,  Mr.  Evarts  and  Judge  Porter, 
one  of  the  gravest  and  most  important  questions  that  could  arise  in  tliis  (as 
we  believe)  most  important  cause.  We  may  be  entirely  in  error.  The  ques- 
tion may  be  as  trivial  as  it  seems  to  be  considered  by  our  opponents.  The 
name  and  the  honor  of  the  one  man  who  has  made  Brooklyn  famous  through 
all  the  civilized  world,  may  be  so  cheap  as  not  to  be  worthy  of  much  consid- 
eration from  the  courts  of  this  city,  when  they  are  put  in  x>eril.  We  had 
thought  that  one  such  man,  whose  words  and  whose  life,  up  to  this  hour, 
have  been  an  inspiration  and  an  example  to  our  young  men,  was  worth  more 
than  countless  gold,  or  acres  of  bricks  and  mortar.  And  we  therefore  sup- 
posed that  any  question  which  involved  the  giving  or  withholding  of  a  fair 
trial  to  such  a  man,  was  of  sufficient  moment  to  justify  a  full  argument,  and 
rather  more  than  one   hour^s  judicial  consideration.     But  perhaps  we  are 
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wrong,  and  such  a  question  deserves  only  to  be  the  subject  of  the  jests 
"which  it  suggests  to  some  who  sit  in  the  high  places  of  criticism. 

This  is  an  application  for  a  bill  of  particulars  which  has  been  denied  by 
Judge  Neilson,  on  the  ground  of  want  of  power  in  the  court  to  grant  it. 
There  has  been  some  misapprehension  as  to  what  we  seek  in  this  case,  aris- 
ing from  the  use  of  the  technical  phrase  *'&?7/  of  particulars/'  In  making 
our  motion,  and  in  arguing  the  question,  we  adopted  the  usual  form,  which 
means,  however,  not  a  bill  of  items,  but  a  statement  or  notice  of  particulars, 
which  we  desire  for  our  guidance  in  advance  of  the  trial. 

I.  Our  first  point  is  that  at  common  law  the  court  has  power  to  order  a 
bill  of  particulars  in  any  action,  without  regard  to  its  nature,  subject  or 
form.  This  power  is  independent  of  statute ;  it  is  incident  to  the  general 
administration  of  justice.  1  Phillips  on  Evidence^  799  ;  GommonwedUh  v. 
SnelUng  (15  Pick.  321);  Hancock's  Appeal  (64  Penn.  St.  470)  ;  Early  v.  Smith, 
(12  Irish  C.  L.  Appendix  xxxv.) ;  see  Wren.  v.  Weild  (Law  Kep.  4  Q.  B.  213). 

1.  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in  a  leading  case  on  the  subject,  sjiid  that  the 
court  had  power,  in  any  and  every  action,  whether  civil  or  criminal,  to  re- 
quire particulars  of  the  claim  or  defense  to  be  furnished ;  and  tliat  wherever 
justice  could  not  be  done  on  the  trial  without  the  information  to  be  obtained 
by  means  of  a  specification  or  bilj  of  particulars,  the  court  had  power  to 
direct  such  information  to  be  reasonably  furnished,  and  to  require  the  proof, 
upon  the  trial,  to  be  confined  to  the  particulars  specified .  And  in  that  case 
a  bill  of  particulars  was  required  upon  an  indictment  for  libel.  Comwon- 
tetalth  V.  Sndling  (15  Pick.  821). 

2.  The  rule  of  common  law  was  that  particulars  might  be  obtained  in 
any  case  where,  from  the  generality  of  the  pleadings,  the  parties  could 
not  otherwise  come  prepared  for^  trial,  lldd^a  Practice,  .")2G  ;  Vincher  v. 
CanarU  (4  Cow.  396). 

IL  Our  second  point  is  that  the  Code  of  Procedure  does  not  diminish 
the  power  which  the  court  had,  at  common  law,  to  order  a  bill  of  paiticu- 
lara,  but  rather  enlarges  that  power. 

1.  The  Code  provides  that  the  court  may  '*in  all  cases  order  a  bill  of  par- 
ticohirs  to  be  furnished  by  either  party."   Gode^  sec.  158. 

2.  This  language  does  not  relate  merely  to  items  of  account.  On  the  con- 
trary, thifl  clause  was  inserted  by  amendment  in  1851,  for  the  very  puqK>s(t 
of  enabling  particulars  to  be  obtained  in  actions  where  there  was  no  accounts, 
and  removing  any  doubt  that  might  have  existed  as  to  the  continuance  of 
the  practice  of  ordering  bills  of  particulars. 

8.  But  in  addition  to  this,  the  Code  provided  that  the  former  practice  of 
the  courts  in  civil  actions,  so  far  as  consistent  with  the  Code  itself,  should 
continue  in  force.  And  a  decision  just  made  in  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and 
reported  in  the  Eagle  of  to-day,  establishes  the  doctrine  for  which  we  here 
contend,  by  holding  that  the  power  of  the  court  to  follow  the  former  prac- 
tice is  not  taken  away,  except  by  expressly  inconsistent  enactments  in  the 
Code  {Code,  sec.  469).  In  that  case,  the  Supreme  Court,  General  Term, 
having  reversed  an  order  allowing  the  defendant  in  an  action  for  divorce  to 
moTC  after  a  certain  time  to  open  a  default  upon  the  grouud  that  the  Code 
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expressly  excepted  actions  of  divorce  from  the  section  pennitti*ig  relief 
from  default,  the  Court  of  Appeals  overruled  this  decision,  upon  the  express 
ground  that  by  section  469  of  the  Code,  the  old  practice  was  saved,  and 
that  the  court  had  the  power,  under  the  general  equity  practice,  since  the 
Code  as  before,  of  granting  relief  in  such  actions. 

4.  The  practice  prevailing  before  the  Code  respecting  bills  of  particulars, 
is  therefore  entirely  applicable  to  proceedings  under  the  Code. 

in.  Our  third  point  is  this.  Some  general  and  vague  language  in  recent 
treatises  on  practice  (one  of  which  was  quoted  by  the  Judge,  in  his  opinion 
at  Special  Term),  may  seem  to  throw  doubt  upon  the  propriety  of  a  moticm 
for  a  bill  of  particulars  in  an  action  not  arising  upon  contract.  But  this  is 
an  error,  arising  partly  from  inadequacy  of  research  upon  the  part  of  the 
authors,  and  partly  from  a  misrepresentation  of  what  they  have  said.  It  is 
never  safe  to  adopt  any  such  general  language  as  an  absolute  guide.  It  is 
always  necessary  to  go  to  the  fountains  of  law,  and  to  examine  the  cases  in 
the  reports  in  order  to  find  what  v^s  actually  decided,  and  avoid  being  mis- 
led by  mere  hasty  expressions  of  opinion.  Upon  such  examination,  it  will  be 
found  that  bills  of  particulars  have  been  repeatedly  ordered  in  actions  of 
tort,  after  mature  consideration  by  the  court,  and  that  not  only  in  the  English 
courts,  from  which  we  derive  our  practice  on  this  subject,  but  also  in  the 
courts  of  this  and  other  states.  Reserving  for  the  present  the  consideration 
of  actions  for  divorce  and  for  crim.  con.^  it  will  be  found  that  bills  of  par- 
ticulai-s  have  been  ordered  in  the  following  actions  not  upon  contract  : 

1.  In  a  civil  action  for  libel.     Jones  v.  Bewlcke  (Law  Rep.  5  C.  P.  32). 

2.  In  a  criminal  indictment  for  libel.  Comraontcealth  v.  Sndling  (15  Pick. 
321).  And  I  am  informed  by  my  associate  (Mr.  Tracy)  that  not  only  is  it  an 
occasional  practice  for  the  court  to  order  particulars  to  be  given  in  any  crimi- 
nal actions  in  the  United  States  Court  in  this  district,  but  in  the  Southern 
District  of  New  York  it  is  the  uniform  practice  of  the  court  to  order  them. 

8.  In  an  action  for  slander.    Early  v.  Smith  (12  Irish  C.  L.  Appendix  xxxv.) 

4.  In  an  action  for  slander  of  title.    Wren  v.  Weild  (Law  Rep.  4  Q.  B.  213). 

5.  In  a  writ  of  dower.      Vucher  v.  Conant  (4  Cow.  396). 

6.  In  an  action  of  ejectment.  2  Burrill  Pr,  331  ;  Doe  v.  Philips  (6  T.  R., 
597)  ;  Doe  v.  Broad  (2  Scott  N.  R.,  685). 

7.  In  an  action  of  trover,  to  give  particulars  of  the  articles  in  question. 
Humphrey  v.  Cottleyou  (4  Cow.,  54). 

8.  In  an  action  of  trespass  on  land,  to  describe  the  locus  in  quo,  Kirwin, 
V.  Jones  (3  Hodges,  230) ;  see  also,  Johnson  v.  Birley  (5  Bam.  &  Aid.  640). 

9.  In  an  action  for  escape.  Davis  v.  Chapman  (6  Ad.  &  El.,  767) ;  Tfeftater 
V.  Jmies  (7  Dowl.  &  R.  774). 

IV.  Our  fourth  point  is,  that,  if  it  were  possible  that  the  court  had  not 
power,  or  would  not  exercise  the  power,  to  order  a  bill  of  particulars  in  a 
civil  action  of  tort,  a  fortiori^  particulars  could  not  be  ordered  in  criminal 
proceedings.  But  we  have  already  shown  that  particulars  are  ordered  in 
such  cases — a  point  which  we  can  further  illustrate  : 

1.  Particulars  were  ordered  in  a  prosecution  for  embezzlement.  Rex  v. 
Hodgson  (8  Carr,  <&  P.  442) ;  Rex  v.  Bootyman  (5  Id.  300). 


ARGUMENT    AT    GENERAL    TJ^BAf.  87 

2.  So  on  an  indictment  for  nuisance,  particulars  were  ordered  of  the 
separate  acts  of  nuisance  which  the  prosecutor  intended  to  prove.  Rex  v. 
Curwood  (3  Ad.  &  El.  815)  ;  Regiiut  v.  Flower' (S  Jurist,  658). 

3.  So  on  an  indictment  for  being  a  common  seller  of  liquor,  particulars 
were  ordered  of  the  names  of  persons  to  whom  liquor  was  sold.  Common^ 
wealth  V.  Giles  (1  Gray,  466). 

4.  On  an  indictment  for  being  u  common  barrator,  where  the  gist  of  the 
offense  is  not  in  a  single  act,  but  in  a  course  of  conduct,  defendant  is  entitled 
to  particulars.  Goddard  v.  Smith  (6  Mod.  261)  ;  C&mmoMoeaUh  v.  Davu  (11 
Pick.  432)  ;  see  Lambert  v.  People  (9  Cow.  578,  587). 

5.  We  have  already  mentioned  that  the  defendant  in  a  criminal  prosecu- 
tion for  libel  has  been  required  to  give  particulars  of  his  intended  justifica- 
tion.     Commomce/dth  v.  Snelling  (15  Pick.  321). 

V.  Although  there  is  no  direct  precedent  reported  in  this  state  of  an  order  for 
a  bill  of  particulars  in  an  action  for  criminal  conversation,  or  for  divorce,  yet 
there  are  express  precedonts  in  England  and  in  other  states  of  this  Union 
where  the  common-law  prevails;  and  there  are  plain  indications  in  the 
decisions  of  our  own  courts  that  it  is  the  policy  of  the  law,  here  as  elsewhere, 
to  give  the  defendants  in  such  actions  the  benefit  of  precision  and  particu- 
larity in  the  charges  brought  against  them. 

There  are  very  few  such  actions  as  this  brought  in  this  state;  and  I  rejoice 
to  be  able  to  say  so.  The  reason  why  actions  for  criminal  conversation  were  so 
frequent  in  England,  is  that  the  injured  husband,  as  a  test  of  good  faith,  was 
required  to  bring  an  action  for  criminal  conversation  against  the  paramour  of 
his  wife  before  he  could  drag  his  wufe  before  the  court,  in  his  pursuit  of 
divorce. 

1.  In  England,  since  the  statute  of  1858,  actions  to  recover  damages  for 
criminal  conversation,  must  be  brought  in  the  Divorce  Court,  and  in  conjunc- 
tion with  a  petition  for  divorce,  the  wife  and  the  alleged  paramour  being 
joined  as  co-respondents,  the  trial  being  had  before  a  jury,  and  damages 
being  recoverable  as  under  the  old  practice.  In  such  proceedings  it  has  been 
repeatedly  adjudged  by  the  English  Court  of  Divorce  that  the  alleged 
paramour  is  entitled  to  a  bill  of  particulars,  when  more  than  one  act  of 
adultery  is  alleged.  Uiggs  v.  Higga  (11  Weekly  Rep.  154);  see  Sanderson  v. 
Sanderaon  (20  Id.  261);  Codrington  v.  Codrington  (3  Swab.  &  T.  368);  Hunt 
V.  Hunt  (2  Id.  574). 

2.  The  right  of  the  defendant  in  a  divorce  suit  to  demand  a  bill  of 
particulars  of  the  persons,  times,  places  in  a  charge  of  adultery,  and  of 
periods  of  times  in  a  charge  of  cruelty,  has  been  repeatedly  aflBrmed  by  the 
courts.  WiMcam  v.  Winscom  (3  Swab.  &  T.  380) ;  Grafton  v.  Grafton  (28  Law 
Times,  N.  8.  144);  Sanderson  v.  Sanderson  (25  Id.  8o7);  Adams  v.  Adams 
(16  Pick.  254);  Steele  v.  Steele  (I  Dall.  409)  ;(?arrae  v.  Garrat  (4  Yeates,  244); 
Hancock's  Appeal  (64  Penn.  St.,  470);  and  see  Gardner  v.  Gardner  (2  Gray, 
4S4) ;  see  also  Harrington  v.  Harrington  (107  Mass.  329). 

3.  The  same  object  was  secured  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  this  state,  on 
the  framing  of  issues  in  divorce  suits,  if  full  particulars  were  not  given  in  the 
bilL     See  Wood  v.  Wood  (2  Paige,  108,  112). 
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4.  The  rules  and  practice  of  the  Supreme  Court  still  require  specific  allega- 
tions of  time  and  place  in  actions  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  and 
the  plaintiff  is  confined  to  these  allegations  upon  the  trial.  Anon.  (17 
Abb.  Pr.,  48). 

5.  The  action  of  crim.  con,  has  always  been  and  still  is  treated  as  one 
partaking  more  of  a  criminal  than  a  civil  character;  and  the  plaintiff  has  been 
held  to  that  strict  proof  which  is  not  demanded  in  ordinary  civil  actions.  The 
same  proof  of  nuirriage  must  be  given  in  this  action  which  is  required  in  a 
prosecution  for  bigamy ;  and  evidence  which  would  abundantly  suffice  in  any 
ordinary  civil  proceeding,  where  the  fact  of  marriage  came  in  question,  is 
inadmissible  in  an  action  of  crim,  con,  or  divorce.  2  Chreenl,  Ev.  sec.  461 ; 
Bishop  on  Mor,  and  Bit.  sec.  315 ;  Morris  v.  Miller  (4  Burr.  2057) ;  Dan?i  v. 
Kingdom  (1  X.  Y.  Supreme,  492). 

VI.  This  is  pre-eminently  a  case  in  which  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
particulars  of  the  charges  to  be  brought  against  him.  In  actions  for  divorce, 
which  are  of  a  very  similar  nature,  and  for  reasons  which  apply  fully  to  this 
case,  the  courts  uniformly  require  a  particular  and  specific  statement  of  the 
wrongful  acts  intended  to  be  proved.  Without  some  such  precaution  the 
defendant  may  easily  be  surprised  at  the  trial  by  false  witnesses,  or  even  by 
witnesses  laboring  under  a  mistaken  impression,  charging  him  witn  being 
present  at  suspicious  places  which  he  never  visited ;  and  he  would  be  unpro- 
tected save  by  his  own  unsupported  denial.  Every  judge  well  knows  that  in 
actions  of  this  kind,  the  danger  of  trumped-up  testimony  is  immense.  There 
are  numberless  precedents  of  false  and  manufactured  testimony  in  this  class 
of  actions  which  are  reported  in  the  books;  but  what  are  these  to  the  vast 
number  which  go  unreported  ? 

There  is  absolutely  no  class  of  cases  in  which  the  danger  from  perjured 
testimony  of  witnssses  pretending  to  see  the  parties  under  guilty  circum- 
stances, in  strange  and  solitary  places,  is  so  great  as  in  actions  for  divorce, 
and  for  crim.  con.  But  divorce  suits  are  generally  tried  by  referees,  who 
give  almost  unlimited  rime  for  the  detection  and  exposure  of  fraudulent  evi- 
dence. Actions  of  crivn.  con,  are  always  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  which  usually 
proceed  continuously  and  rapidly,  and,  therefore,  afford  little  time  for  the 
detection  of  perjury.  The  danger  of  false  testimony  is  in  such  cases,  there- 
tore,  greatly  enhanced. 

Upon  this  point  permit  me  to  read  the  following  extract  from  the  opinion 
of  Chancellor  Walworth,  in  the  case  of  Wood  v.  Wood  (2  Paige,  108):  **  As 
to  the  manner  in  which  the  adultery  should  be  charged  in  the  bill  or  answer, 
the  case  of  Germond  v.  Gennond  (6  Johns.  Ch.  347),  has  been  cited;  but 
it  throws  but  little  light  on  the  subject.  The  extent  of  the  decision  in  that 
case  was,  that  the  person  with  whom  the  adultery  was  committed  need  not 
be  named,  if  his  name  was  not  known  to  the  complainant.  But  the  subse- 
quent history  of  that  cause,  which  was  finally  disposed  of  in  1838,  may  serve 
to  illustrate  the  necessity  and  propriety  of  detailing  the  particular  acts  of 
adultery  in  the  bill  or  answer  with  suflicient  certainty  to  put  the  adverse 
party  on  his  guard,  so  that  he  may  be  prepared  on  the  trial  of  the  issue  to 
rebut  or  explain  the  circumstances  given  in  evidence  against  him.     On  the 
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first  trial,  the  (lofendant  was  surprised  with  a  charge  of  adaltery  against  her, 
said  to  have  lH>en  committed  with  a  man  then  dead,  and  a  verdict  was  found 
for  the  complainant  perfectly  satisfactory  to  the  judge  who  tried  the  cause. 
The  Chancellor  also  thought  there  was  no  good  reason  for  disturbing  the  ver- 
dict for  any  other  cause  than  that  the  testimony  was  not  warranted  by  the 
issue.  It  aften\'ard  turned  out  that  the  defendant  was  an  innocent  woman. 
The  principal  witness,  on  whose  testimony  the  first  verdict  had  been  found 
against  her.  had  written.a  letter  to  the  husband,  offering  to  furnish  him  with 
testimony  sufiicient  to  obtain  a  divorce  if  he  would  give  him  one  thousand 
dollars ;  and  this  witness  was  originally  named  in  the  bill  as  the  person  with 
whom  the  adultery  was  committed.  A  second  trial  took  place,  in  which  the 
innocence  of  the  wife  was  established  by  the  verdict ;  but  some  irregularity 
having  l>een  discovered  in  obtaining  the  jury,  a  third  trial  was  awarded. 
The  cause  was  then  tried  by  a  struck  jury.  The  same  witness  was  called, 
and  swore  to  adultery  committed  with  himself  as  well  as  with  the  deceased 
person.  But  the  time  fixed  by  him  when  his  own  criminal  connection  took 
place,  turned  out  to  be  when  he  was  not  old  enough  to  commit  adultery.  It 
also  appeared  that  two  respectable  persons  had  been  offered  from  five  hun- 
dre<l  dollars  to  one  thousand  dollars,  if  they  would  seduce  the  defendant  so 
that  a  divorce  might  be  obtained.  And  the  defendant  was  again  acquitted, 
to  the  entire  satisfaction  of  every  person  who  had  heard  the  trial. 

The  only  safe  and  prudent  course  is  to  require  the  charge,  whether  of 
crimination  or  recrimination,  to  be  stated  in  the  pleadings  and  in  the  issues  in 
such  a  manner  that  the  adverse  party  may  be  prepared  to  meet  it  on  the 
trial.  If  the  persons  with  whom  the  adultery  was  committed  are  known,  they 
must  be  named  .  .  .  and  the  adultery  must  be  charged  with  reasonable 
certainty  as  to  time  and  place.  If  they  are  unknown,  that  fact  should  be 
stated,  and  the  time,  place,  and  circumstances  under  which  the  adultery  was 
committed  should  be  set  forth.  Neither  party  has  a  right  to  make  such  a 
charge  against  the  other  on  mere  suspicion,  relying  upon  being  able  to  fish  up 
testimony  before  the  trial  to  support  the  allegation.  When  information  suf- 
ficient to  justify  the  charge  is  given,  the  party  will  be  possessed  of  the 
requisite  facts  to  put  the  charge  in  a  distinct  and  tangible  form  on  the 
record." 

There  are  also  numerous  cases  in  the  reports  of  this  State,  of  New  Jersey, 
and  of  Great  Britain,  in  which  the  most  precise  and  unequivocal  testimony  of 
adaltery  has  been  brought  forward,  contradictetl  only  by  the  defendant's 
oath,  and  yet  rejected  by  the  courts  with  contempt  as  inherently  absurd. 

YII.  It  can  not  be  objected  that  the  matters  of  which  particulars  are 
sought  are  more  within  the  defendant's  knowledge  than  in  the  plaintiff's. 

1.  This  objection,  if  it  had  any  validity,  might  have  been  raised  and 
enforced  in  the  various  actions  for  divorce,  and  in  the  nature  of  crim,  eon.y 
which  we  have  already  cited,  and  in  which  particulars  were  invariably 
ordered.  Unquestionably  that  objection  was  duly  considered  and  overruled 
in  those  cases,  upon  the  very  ground  already  referred  to,  viz.,  the  danger  of 
manufactured  evidence  in  such  controversies.  In  Wood  v.  Wood  (2  Paige, 
113),  this  objection  was  raised  and  overruled,  the  Chancellor  saying  that  the 
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plaintiff  had  no  right  to  make  such  a  charge,  if  he  was  entirely  ignorant  of 
particulars. 

2.  But  in  the  present  case  the  plaintiff  has  full  knowledge  of  these 
particulars,  and  has  boastingly  published  to  the  world  his  possession  of 
that  knowledge.  He  does  not  pretend  to  have  forgotten  these  particulars ; 
upon  the  contrary,  he  expressly  says  that  he  withholds  them  for  the  present. 
What  could  be  his  motive  for  thus  withholding  them  ?  His  pretense  of 
delicacy  is  absurd.  He  has  had  no  delicacy  about  dragging  his  wife  through 
the  mire  and  mud  of  this  wicked  charge.  He  has  had  no  delicacy  about 
exposing  to  the  public  the  wounds  of  his  bleeding  heart,  and  the  anguish  of 
the  home  which  he  himself  has  deliberately  shattered.  Why,  then,  is  he 
suddenly  struck  with  a  sense  of  delicacy  when  he  comes  to  a  mere  question  of 
dates  and  places  ?  Charges  of  adultery,  of  debauchery,  of  criminal  intercourse 
repeated  and  prolonged,  he  has  not  the  slightest  hesitation  in  throwing  at  his 
wife.  He  is  not  even  restrained  by  his  sense  of  delicacy  from  raising  a  ques- 
tion as  to  the  legitimacy  of  a  child  which  he  has  always  acknowledged  as  his 
own,  and  still  acknowledges.  Nor  does  his  sense  of  delicacy  require  him  to 
say,  in  his  published  statement,  what  conclusion  he  reached  as  to  the  legiti- 
macy of  this  child.  But  when  it  comes  to  the  simple  duty  of  specifying  the 
times  and  places,  his  long-suppressed  delicacy  revolts,  and  he  ''  can  not  bring 
himself  "  to  do  it. 

His  twin  brother,  Moulton  (they  were  lovely  in  their  lives,  and  in  their 
deaths  they  shall  not  be  divided),  is  equally  explicit  with  regard  to  the 
confession  of  criminal  intercourse,  going  into  the  most  odious  details.  But 
when  it  comes  to  saying  that  these  abominations  happened  on  any  day  except 
the  10th  of  October,  18G8,  or  in  any  other  place  than  in  Clinton  street  or 
Columbia  Heights,  then,  like  a  mighty  cloud,  arises  within  the  inner  man  of 
this  plaintiff,  this  sense  of  delica(!y  which  seals  his  lips.  No  delicacy  restrains 
him  from  dragging  his  wife  into  the  gutter  and  stamping  on  her  there;  no 
delicacy  keeps  him  from  proclaiming  himself  a  cuckold  before  all  the  world  ; 
no  delicacy  prevents  him  from  seeking  to  trample  in  the  mire  a  man  a 
thousand  times  nobler  and  purer  than  he  is.  He  has  no  delicacy  in  saturating 
Brookl3m  with  a  scandal  which  disgraces  no  one  more  tlian  it  does  himself; 
no  delicacy  in  asserting  that  he  held  a  caucus  with  his  wife  and  her  alleged 
seducer  to  ascertain  whether  her  child  was  his,  or  tlie  child  of  another  man; 
no  delicacy  in  leaving  us  in  ignorance  until  this  hour,  whether  the  cliild  was 
his  or  not, — a  child  who  bears  the  impress  of  the  plaintiff's  features  on  its 
face  so  vividly  that  if  you  saw  its  photograph  you  would  suppose  it  to  be  the 
photograph  of  the  once  innocent  child-face  of  Theodore  Til  ton.  But  the 
times  and  places  of  the  alleged  criminal  intercourse,  whether  in  Livingston 
street,  or  in  Montague  street,  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  or  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  delicacy  forbids  him  to  name.  There  is  a  ghastly  hypocrisy  in  all  this 
which  the  court  can  not  but  see  plainly  on  the  face  of  such  a  statement. 

8.  The  very  innocence  of  the  defendant  makes  the  want  of  particulars  a 
trap  for  him.  As  was  well  said  by  Senator  Spencer,  in  deciding  a  similar 
question:  **  How  are  they  to  prepare  for  their  defense?  It  would  be  in  vain 
that  they  should  ransack  their  memories ;  for  an  innocent  man  would  be  the 
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least  likely  to  suspect  the  transaction  for  which  he  is  to  be  implicated." 
Lambert  v.  PeopU  (9  Cow.  578,  592).  T  can  not  plead  this  case  (continued 
Mr.  Shearman)  as  a  common  lawyer  in  a  common  cause.  My  feelings  are  too 
deeply  involved.  I  ask  pardon  for  transcending  the  usual  bounds  of  my 
profession,  and  speaking  for  a  moment  from  my  heart,  to  say  that  I  will  stake 
my  life  and  my  reputation  on  this  defendant's  innocence.  This  plaintiffs 
wife,  too,  is  innocent.  Let  those  who  will  despise  her  for  her  inability  to  resist 
the  will  of  her  husband.  She  may  be  weak  and  timid,  but  I  know  of  no  purer 
woman  to-day,  and  none  whom  I  hold  in  higher  honor  for  personal  purity, 
unselfish  devotion,  and  wifely  fidelity,  than  Elizabeth  Tilton. 

And  I  can  not  act  the  cold  part  of  a  mere  legal  counsel  for  my  client.  I 
say  unhesitatingly,  that  for  one,  if  Henry  Ward  Beecher  is  to  fall,  I  shall 
rejoice  to  fall  with  him.  If  he  must  be  a  victim  to  the  vilest  conspiracy  of 
modern  times,  I  do  not  wish  to  stand  safely  afar  off.  Let  others  stand  in  his  gates 
in  the  day  of  his  prosperity  and  pride.  I  am  proud  to  stand  with  him  when  he 
is  reviled  and  belied ;  and  I  ask  no  better  fate  than  such  as  may  fall  to  the  lot 
of  this  man,  with  whom  it  is  an  honor  to  live,  and  for  whom  it  would  be  a 
privilege  to  die. 

But  (said  Mr.  Shearman)  I  must  return  to  the  dry  questions  of  law,  and 
hope  for  your  forgiveness  if  I  have  erred  in  sinking,  for  a  moment,  the  lawyer 
in  the  man. 

Vin.  It  may  be  objected  that  the  defendant  should  go  to  trial,  and  rely 
on  his  right  to  object  to  any  evidence  of  acts,  not  specifically  stated  with 
times  and  places  in  the  complaint.  Probably  such  an  objection  might  be 
held  good  on  the  trial,  but  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  required  to  take 
that  risk. 

1.  The  question  is  doubtful  ;  tliere  are  one  or  two  cases  which  hold,  that 
in  an  action  of  this  nature,  if  a  bill  of  particulars  is  not  demanded,  the 
defendant  is  precluded  from  objecting  at  the  trial  to  any  range  of  proof. 
See  UaiicockU  Appeid  ((54  Peun.  St.  470). 

2.  Even  if  the  decided  weight  of  authority  were  to  the  contrary,  yet  the 
defendant  should  not  be  compelled  to  raise  the  objection  for  the  first  time  at 
the  trial,  and  have  the  question  disputed  before  the  jury,  he  being  subjected 
to  all  the  suspicion  which  might  arise  in  their  minds  from  his  effort  to  narrow 
the  iiisues,  while,  in  fact,  he  is  ready  and  willing  to  meet  all  issues  of  which 
he  receives  fair  notice. 

3.  The  defendant  is  enlitled  to  vindicate  his  character  in  this  action,  and 
to  meet  at  once  all  charges  and  imputations  which  the  plaintiff  may  hold  or 
pretend  to  hold  in  reserve. 

IX.  The  defendant  was  right  in  applying  for  a  bill  of  particulars,  instead 
of  moving  to  make  the  complaint  more  definite  and  certain.  The  latter  pro- 
ceeding would  not  have  been  an  appropriate  or  efficient  remedy. 

1.  The  complaint  was  not  indefinite  nor  uncertain,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Code,  upon  that  subject.  The  complaint  showed  '*the  precise  nature  of 
the  plaintilPB  claim."  The  Code  does  not  require  that  the  particulars  of  the 
plaintiffs  claim  shall  be  stated  in  the  complaint,  but  only  its  precise  nature. 
Wbat  the  defendant  needs  to*  know  is  exactly  that  which  is  provided  for  by 
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tlie  common-law  practice  of  requiring  a  bill  of  particulars.  The  defendant 
needs  to  know,  not  the  ultimate  facts,  but  the  evidence  by  which  it  is  proposed 
to  establish  facts,  and,  as  was  said  by  Savage,  C.  J.,  the  proper  function  of  a 
bill  of  particulars  is  to  apprise  the  party  of  the  evidence  which  is  to  be 
offered,  so  that  there  can  be  no  mistake  as  to  the  preparation  to  be  made  to 
resist  the  claim.  Smith  v.  Hicks  (5  Wend.,  48).  See  also  Matthews  v.  Huh- 
fnird  (47  N.  Y.,  428)  ;  Kreiss  v.  Seligman  (8  Barb.,  439). 

2.  This  is  not  a  question  of  pleadinj^,  but  of  orderly  preparation  for  the 
trial.  The  pleading  was  well  enough  for  its  proper  purposes.  It  might  have 
been  unjust  to  require  more  particularity  from  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of 
serving  his  complaint.  But  he  has  now  declared  himself  ready  for  trial,  and 
is  therefore  fully  prepared  to  give  particulars. 

3.  Accordingly,  it  has  been  held  in  an  English  case,  precisely  like  this, 
where  the  complaint  alleged  one  act  of  adultery  with  specific  circumstances, 
and  several  others  without  the  same  particularity,  that  a  bill  of  particulars 
was  not  merely  the  proper,  but  was  the  only,  remedy  ;  and  in  that  case  a 
motion  to  require  the  pleading  to  be  more  definite  and  certain,  by  stating  the 
dates  of  the  subsequent  acts,  was  denied  upon  this  express  ground.  And 
this  is  an  important  decision,  because  the  practice  in  the  English  courts  is 
now  almost  precisely  similar  to  our  own.     Hunt  v.  Hant  (2  Swab.  &  T.,  574). 

4.  A  motion  to  make  the  complaint  more  definite  would  not  only  have 
been  inappropriate,  but  utterly  ineffectual  for  the  defendant's  purpose,  and 
would  not  have  given  him  any  of  that  protection  against  surprise  which  he 
has  a  right  to  claim.  If  the  complaint  had  been  ever  so  explicit  in  its  aver- 
ments of  time  and  place,  the  plaintiff  might,  nevertheless,  have  introduced 
evidence  of  diff'ereut  times  and  places,  for  the  court  could  not  have  accom- 
panied the  order  to  make  the  complaint  more  definite  with  an  order  preclud- 
ing the  plaintiff  from  giving  testimony  of  acts  occurring  at  other  dates. 
Such  an  order  the  court  has  power  to  make  when  a  bill  of  particulars  is 
fuiTiished ;  but  there  is  no  precedent,  and  no  warrant,  for  a  like  order  upon  a 
mere  motion  for  a  correction  of  the  complaint.  And  in  the  case  in  this 
court,  which  is  referred  to  by  the  learned  Judge  below,  this  fact  was  pointed 
out  by  the  Judge  who  decided  that  motion.  It  is  true  that  the  defendant 
may  raise  the  question  of  surprise  at  the  trial,  but  even  if  his  application  for 
a  postponement  is  granted  upon  that  ground,  he  would  be  subject  to  the  dis- 
advantage of  having  to  try  his  cause  piecemeal.  What  his  counsel  desire  for 
him  is  to  know,  shortly  before  the  commencement  of  the  trial,  precisely  what 
allegations  he  is  to  meet,  and  then,  having  begun  the  trial,  to  go  through 
with  it  to  the  end. 

5.  The  defendant  is  a  clergyman  of  world-wide  fame  and  reputation.  It  was 
incumbent  upon  him,  not  for  mere  reasons  of  practice  in  this  court,  but  for 
reasons  connected  with  his  public  name  and  fame,  to  meet  the  charge  of  the 
complaint  promptly,  fully,  and  squarely.  A  general  charge  of  criminal  inter- 
course was  made  against  him,  and  he  was  entitled  to  deny  that  fully,  without 
reference  to  dates  or  places ;  and  this  he  did,  going  even  beyond  the  ordinary 
language  of  a  general  denial,  so  as  to  avoid  any  possible  pretense  that  he 
sought  to  evade  by  reference  to  dates,  and  asserted  in  the  most  sweeping 
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language  that  he  never,  at  any  time  or  at  any  place,  committed  any  of  the 
acts  charged  against  him.  If  be  had  moved  for  an  amendment  of  the  com- 
plaint, narrowing  the  issue,  it  might  have  been  treated  as  significant  evidence 
of  his  anwillingness  to  deny  ander  oath  the  whole  broad  charge.  That  he 
has  now  done :  and  he  is  not  now  seeking  to  narrow  the  issue,  but  simply  to 
know  what  the  issue  is,  and  what  charges  he  must  meet,  not  only  with  his 
own  oath,  but  with  confirmatory  evidence.  For  the  purpose  of  raising  an 
iasue  for  trial,  his  own  oath  was  conclusive ;  but  for  the  purpose  of  deciding 
the  u^ue  when  raised,  he  must  support  Ms  own  oath  by  further  testimony ; 
and  this  it  is  impossible  for  him  to  do  unless  he  has  reasonable  notice  of  the 
specific  charges  which  he  must  meet. 

X.  The  application  was  not  made  out  of  season,  and  was  not,  and  could 
not  be,  denied  on  that  ground.  No  doubt  a  good  reason  must  be  shown  for 
an  application  made  after  issue  joined ;  but  sufficient  reason  is  shown  in  this 
case.  To  have  demanded  a  bill  of  particulars  before  answering  would  have 
subjected  the  defendant  to  the  same  inix)utation  upon  his  character  and 
courage  which  would  have  been  the  cous3quence  of  a  motion  to  make  the 
complaint  more  definite  and  certain.  Such  an  application  would  have 
necessarily  delayed  his  answer.  It  would  not  in  any  degree  have  been 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  answer,  because  he  knew  very 
well  that  he  had  never  been  guilty,  at  any  time  or  any  place,  of  the  acts 
alleged;  and  it  would  have  seemed  an  act  of  bad  faith  on  his  part  toward  the 
court  to  ask  for  an  extension  of  time  to  answer  while  a  bill  of  particulars  was 
being  furnished,  when  his  acswer  would  have  been  in  exactly  the  same  foim 
without  particulars  as  with  them.  It  was  not  for  the  purpose  of  pleading 
that  the  defendant  needed  particulars,  it  was  for  the  puqiose  of  preparing  for 
trial;  and  it  is  not  right  or  proper  that  an  application  solely  for  the  latter 
purpose  should  be  made,  before  pleading.  This  doctrine  is  uniformly 
recognized  in  applications  for  discovery  of  documents,  ThompMn  v.  Erie  R.  R. 
Co.  (9  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.,  230),  and  has  recently  been  recognized  by  the  Conven- 
tion of  Judges  respecting  the  examination  of  parties  before  trial  (Rule  21), 
and  neither  proceeding  is  allowed  to  be  had  before  pleading,  without  show- 
ing specially  that  it  is  needed  for  that  purpose,  and  not  merely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  meeting  the  trial  of  the  issues.  And  there  is  no  doubt  that  a  bill  of 
particulars  may  be  ordered  after  issue.     Tafes  v.  BigeJow  (9  How.  Pr.  186). 

XI.  With  all  respect  to  the  learned  judge  below,  we  submit  that  his 
opinion  was  based  upon  misapprehension,  at  least  so  far  as  regards  that  part 
of  it  which  deals  with  the  application  for  particulars  as  to  the  times  at  which 
the  plaintiff  intends  to  prove  that  the  alleged  wrohgful  acts  took  place. 

1.  The  opinion  shows  that  the  complaint  was  in  proper  form,  and  was 
well  pleaded,  thus  disposing  of  the  objection  that  we  ought  to  have  moved 
to  make  the  complaint  more  general ;  and  in  this  view  we  entirely  concur. 

2.  The  opinion  next  suggests  that  courts  of  law  derive  all  their  au- 
thority to  require  bills  of  particulars  from  legislative  directions,  and  com- 
pares such  proceedings  with  an  application  for  the  inspection  of  documents. 
But  this  is  not  correct.  The  power  to  order  a  bill  of  particulars  was  not 
derived  from  statute,  but  was  a  power  always  inherent  in  the  court. 
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3.  The  citation  from  a  treatise  on  practice,  prepared  by  one  of  t]ie  conn- 
sol,  while  offering  a  fair  ground  of  argument,  can  not  be  binding  even  on  the 
counsel  himself.  If  treatises  on  practice  were  written  in  language  perfectly 
exact  and  full,  twenty  volumes  would  hardly  suffice  for  one  book  of  the 
kind.  The  authors  can  not  possibly  find  time  or  room  for  more  than  mere 
suggestions,  which  must  be  followed  up  to  the  source  of  authority  in  order 
to  arrive  at  certainty.  In  the  case  referred  to  by  this  treatise,  it  will  be 
found  that  the  reason  for  denying  the  application  was  not  because  the  actions 
were  in  tort^  but  because  in  one  case  (1  Duer^  659)  particulars  were  de- 
manded of  the  precise  injuries  which  caused  the  death  of  a  person  run  over 
by  a  stage ;  and  in  the  other  cases  nothing  appeared  to  show  that  the  party 
applying  for  particulars  could  be  prejudiced  for  want  of  the  details  which 
he  sought  to  know.  So  with  regard  to  the  language,  that  the  defendant 
ought  to  show,  by  affidavit,  **that  he  does  not  know  what  the  plaintiff  is 
suing  for,''  it  is  plain  that  all  that  is  meant  is  that  the  defendant  must  affir- 
matively show  that  he  is  so  far  ignorant  of  the  facts  upon  which  the  plaintiff 
relies,  as  to  render  a  bill  of  particulars  necessary  for  his  protection.  This  is 
shown  beyond  doubt,  by  reference  to  the  cases  cited. 

4.  All  the  other  authorities  cited  by  the  learned  judge,  are  cases  upon 
the  power  of  the  court  to  order  an  inspection  of  documents,  which  in  courts 
of  law  was,  in  the  main,  a  purely  statutory  power,  and  which  bears  no  anal- 
ogy to  the  power  of  the  court  to  order  particulars.  The  times  and  places  at 
which  the  main  facts  occurred,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  relies,  constitutes 
no  part  of  his  means  of  evidence,  and  certainly  are  not  documentary  facts. 
We  ask  for  no  documents,  for  no  discovery,  for  no  names  of  witnesses;  and, 
with  all  deference,  we  are  unable  to  see  what  bearing  decisions  or  statutes 
upou'the  discovery  of  documents,  or  even  the  examination  of  parties,  have 
upon  our  application. 

5.  The  learned  judge  suggests  that  witnesses  may  be  hostile,  and  refuse 
to  disclose  the  facts  before  the  trial.  That  might  possibly  be  an  excuse  if 
any  such  state  of  facts  were  alleged;  although  the  decisions  in  numerous 
cases  are  adverse  to  such  a  view,  and  especially  so  in  cases  involving  the 
question  of  adultery,  in  which  the  courts  of  this  and  every  other  state  ac- 
cept no  such  excuse,  but  insist  upon  a  precise  statement  of  times  and  places 
before  the  trial.  However  this  may  be,  there  is  no  such  state  of  facts  here. 
We  have  proved  that  the  plaintiff  knows  perfectly  well  the  times  and  places 
at  which  he  pretends  that  the  wrongful  acts  have  been  committed.  His  affi- 
davit admits  this  to  be  true,  and  does  not  suggest  that  he  has  a  single  hostile 
witness.  This  suggestion  was  considered  and  overruled  in  Early  v.  Smithy 
cited  in  the  appendix  to  the  12th  Irish  C.  L. 

6.  It  is  suggested  that  a  bill  of  particulars  is  only  allowed  of  the  daim^ 
and  that  in  this  case  the  claim  is  the  damage  and  not  the  specific  acts  of  injury. 
But  we  submit  that  this  cannot  be  so.  The  learned  judge  says:  '^If  the 
wrong  be  the  conversion  of  personal  property,  the  enumeration  or  descrip- 
tion of  it  would  be  the  bill  of  particulars  of  the  claim,"  thus  conceding  that 
by  claim  is  meant  not  merely  the  amount  of  money  demanded,  but  the  alle« 
gation  of  wrong  done.    For  in  an  action  for  conversion,  the  plaintiff  does 
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not  demand  the  restoration  of  the  property  taken,  bat  only  claims  the  money 
value  of  that  property.  If,  then,  he  can  be  compelled  to  give  a  particular 
description  of  the  property  taken  from  him,  why  cannot  a  plaintiff  allejsnng 
an  injury  of  the  description  alleged  in  this  action,  be  compelled  to  state  the 
particnlar  instances  on  which  that  injury  was  committed  ? 

7.  It  is  suggested  that  the  defendant  can  accomplish  the  same  result  as 
that  which  he  now  seeks  by  examining  the  plaintiff  before  trial.  But  this  is 
not  so,  for  while  he  could  thus  compel  the  plaintiff  to  state  the  particulars  of 
the  alleged  confessions  made  to  him,  he  could  not  require  any  pledge  that 
farther  proof  of  wrongful  acts  would  not  be  given  upon  the  trial,  nor  could 
the  court,  upon  the  basis  of  such  an  examination,  grant  any  order  precluding 
such  a  proof.  Moreover,  by  forcing  the  defendant  into  this  course,  the 
court  would  practically  compel  him  to  adopt  the  plaintiff  as  a  witness,  and 
to  give  the  plaintiff  an  opportnnity  of  putting  his  own  testimony  before  the 
jury  without  his  personal  attendance;  and  every  lawyer  knows  how  ineffec- 
tive a  cross-examination  is  when  not  conducted  in  the  actual  presence  of  the 
jury. 

Lastly — The  order  denying  our  motion  should  be  reversed,  and  the 
plaintiff  should  be  required  to  furnish  a  statement  of  the  times  and  places  at 
which  he  claims  that  the  wrongful  acts  were  committed.  He  knows  them — 
he  admits,  nay,  boasts  the  fact.  He  keeps  back  these  particulars  so  as  to 
dig  a  pit  under  our  feet.  This  is  not  a  cause  which  should  be  fought  in  a 
technical  spirit,  but  one  in  which  both  sides  should  seek  to  develop  the 
whole  truth.  If  Henry  Ward  Beecher  is  indeed  the  monster  of  depravity 
which  the  plaintiff  asserts,  not  for  a  moment  will  his  friends  protect  him 
from  exposure,  or  offer  him  any  refuge,  except  in  repentance.  But  we  want 
to  have  the  proof.  We  demani  a  full  opportunity  to  test  what  may  be 
offered  as  proof.  We  look  upon  this  as  the  most  momentous  and  awful  issue 
ever  presented  to  a  court  itl  this  state.  Better  were  it  for  the  inhabitants  of 
this  city  that  every  brick  and  every  stone  in  its  buildings  were  swallowed  by 
an  earthquake,  or  melted  by  fire,  than  that  its  brightest  ornament,  its  most 
honored  name,  should  sink  into  deep  infamy.  Yet  even  this  would  be  better 
than  to  sacnfice  truth  and  pervert  justice.  But  before  we  consent  to  draw  a 
pall  over  Brooklyn,  to  destroy  the  confidence  of  our  children  in  all  the  offi- 
cers of  religion,  and  to  make  the  name  of  our  city  a  byword  and  a  stench 
throughout  all  the  world,  we  demand  a  full  trial — il  fair  trial — a  trial  in 
which  both  sides  shall  come  knowing  what  is  to  be  met,  and  prepared  to 
meet  it;  and  then,  but  only  then,  are  we  confident  that  the  truth  will  be 
made  to  appear,  and  that  justice  will  be  done. 

Mr.  Morris  (for  the  respondent) :  The  counsel  has  made  a  very  long  and 
elaborate  argument  that  shows  great  research  and  industry,  but  I  submit  to 
the  court  that  the  real  question  involved  in  this  application  has  not  been  pre- 
aented  by  the  counsel  for  the  defense,  and  that  the  counsel  has  not  cited,  in 
all  the  authorities  to  which  he  has  called  the  attention  of  the  court,  a  single 
analogous  case.  The  application  in  this  case  is  simply  and  solely  that  the 
plaintiff  be  compelled  to  furnish  the  defendant  with  a  statement  of  the  evi- 
dence by  which  we  seek  to  prove  our  claim.  -This  is  not  like  an  action  for 
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divorce  where  the  act  of  adultery  is  the  foundation  of  tlie  action,  the  sole 
claim  in  it.  This  action  might  be  complete,  would  be  complete,  without  any 
allegation  of  adultery  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  at  all.  The  action  is  for 
damages  for  alienation  of  feeling  of  the  wife  of  this  plaintiff.  It  is  for  break- 
ing up  the  home  of  this  plaintiff.  It  is  for  winning  the  affections  of  the  wife 
from  her  husband,  and  as  I  understand  the  law  the  action  would  be  complete 
without  the  act  of  adultery.  That  is  one  of  the  evidences  going  to  establish 
the  claim  that  we  make,  precisely  the  same  as  if  we  introduced  the  corre- 
spondence between  the  parties.  We  might  show  gifts  from  the  defendant  to 
the  wife,  or  any  act  showing  that  he  had  alienated  or  sought  to  alienate  the 
affections  of  the  wife  from  her  husband.  The  claim  is  for  the  loss  of  society, 
the  aid  and  the  comfort  of  his  wife  and  his  home;  and  they  ask  that  we 
specify  the  particular  evidence  in  this  case,  the  particular  act  or  acts  that  go 
to  make  up  the  case ;  not  the  simple  act  of  adultery,  but  the  frequent  visits 
at  untimely  hours,  the  marks  of  affection  between  the  parties  by  gifts, 
appointments,  &c.  They  could  with  equal  propriety  have  asked  that  we 
furnish  all  the  evidence  by  which  we  seek  or  shall  seek  to  establish  our  claim 
with  reference  to  acts  by  the  defendant  with  the  plaintiff's  wife. 

When  we  come  into  court  shall  we  be  prevented  from  proving  frequent 
gifts,  visits  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff's  wife  in  the  absence  of  the 
plaintiff?  Certainly  not.  Then  why  are  they  not  entitled  to  know  those 
acts  as  well  as  these  ?  And  if  they  are  entitled  to  one  branch  of  evidence, 
they  are  entitled  to  every  branch.  They  go  further  and  ask  that  we  not  only 
furnish  them  with  this  particular  branch  of  evidence,  but  the  times  and 
places  of  the  confessions  of  the  defendant.  Why  limit  it  to  that  ?  Why  not 
compel  us  to  give  every  particle  of  our  evidence  ?  I  was  at  a  loss  to  know 
.inder  what  provision  of  law  this  applicaHon  was  made,  and  I  asked  the 
question  and  found  it  was  made  under  section  158  of  the  Code  relating 
to  bills  of  particulars  for  the  claim;  but  the  defendant  moves,  not  for  a  bill 
of  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  but  ^^that  the  plaintiff  deliver  to  the 
defendant's  attorneys  a  statement,  in  writing,  of  the  particular  times  and 
places  at  which  he  expects  or  intends  to  prove  that  any  arts  of  adultery  took 
place  betweeen  the  defendant  and  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff,  and  of  the  par- 
ticular times  and  places  at  which  he  expects  or  intends  to  prove  that  the 
defendant  confessed  any  such  act.  The  defendant  places  his  application 
upon  the  sole  ground^bat  the  plaintiff  intends  upon  the  trial  of  this  case  to 
produce  false,  manufactured  evidence,  thereby  telling  the  court  that  the 
plaintiff  is  going  to  attempt  to  sustain  his  case  by  false  and  manufactured 
testimony,  and  so  trying  to  get  a  decision  in  advance  of  the  trial,  condemning 
the  plaintiff  upon  that  point.  Therefore  they  would  compel  us  in  advance, 
because  they  believe  we  are  going  to  produce  false,  manufactured  testimony, 
to  tell  what  testimony  we  shall  offer  in  support  of  our  points. 

Mr,  Morris  here  took  up  a  copy  of  Judge  Nbilson's  opinion,  which  is  the 
subject  of  this  appeals  and  commented  upon  it,  showing  where  it  could  not 
be  overthrown.     He  then  said  for  his  first  point: 

I.  As  a  general  rule,  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  founded  in  tort  will  not  be 
compelled  to  furnish  a  bill  of  "particulars  of  his  demand.     Murphy  v.  Kipp 
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(1  Duer,  659).  And  the  only  actions  founded  in  tort  in  which  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars has  been  allowed,  is  in  actions  for  conversion  of  certain  specified 
personal  property.  BlacJcie  v.  NeUson  (6  Bosiv.  681) ;  Humphrey  v.  Oottl€t/ou 
(4  Cow.  64). 

n.  When,  from  tlie  nature  of  the  action,  it  appears  that  the  party  seeking 
the  bill  knows  as  well,  or  better,  than  the  adverse  party,  the  very  details 
which  he  seeks,  an  application  for  an  order  directing  a  bill  of  particulars  to 
be  sei-ved,  will  be  denied.  Young  v.  De  Mott  (1  Barb.  80) ;  BlacMe  v.  NeiUon 
(6  Bosw.  681). 

1.  From  the  nature  of  this  action,  it  undoubtedly  appears  that  the  defend- 
ant has  better  knowledge  of  the  very  acts  he  asserts  to  be  informed  of  than 
the  plain ti6f  could  have. 

IlL  The  Code  empowers  the  court,  in  its  discretion,  to  compel  a  party  to 
serve  a  bill  of  particulars  of  his  claim.     Gode^  sec.  158. 

1.  The  plaintiff's  claim,  as  stated  in  the  complaint,  is  in  substance  as  fol- 
lows :  That,  by  means  of  criminal  intercourse  with  the  plaintiflfs  wife,  the 
defendant  alienated  and  destroyed  the  affection  of  the  plaintiff^s  wife  for  the 
plaintiff,  by  reason  of  which  the  plaintiff  has  vvholly  lost  the  comfort, 
society,  aid,  and  assistance  of  his  said  wife  which  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have 
bad  and  enjoyed,  and  has  suffered  great  distress  in  body  and  mind,  to  the 
damage  of  the  plaintiff  $100,000. 

2.  The  criminal  intercourse  alleged  in  the  complaint  is  alleged  as  the 
means  or  method  by  which  the  defendant  alienated  and  destroyed  the  affec- 
tions of  plaintiff's  wife  for  plaintiff. 

3.  The  plaintiff's  claim  or  cause  of  action  is  for  damages  for  the  distress  of 
l)ody  and  mind  caused  by  the  alienation  of  his  wife's  affections  and  for  the 
loss  of  the  aid,  comfort,  society,  and  assistance  of  his  wife. 

See  complaint. 

IV.  The  various  places  where,  and  the  various  dates  upon  which,  the 
criminal  intercourse  between  the  defendant  and  plaintiff's  wife  occurred,  are. 
not  the  plaintiff^s  claim  within  the  meaning  of  section  158  of  the  Code.  It  is 
eridence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  establish  his  claim,  viz.  the  loss  of 
his  wife's  affections  and  assistance,  society,  &c.,  and  his  distress  of  body 
and  mind. 

V.  The  various  dates  upon  which,  and  the  places  where,  the  defendant 
confessed  his  criminal  intercourse  with  plaintiff's  wife,  is  no  part  of  plaintiff's 
claim  ;  this  also,  is  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  by  which  he  intends  to 
prove  his  claim.     It  needs  no  argument  to  demonstrate  this  fact. 

VI.  The  defendant  seeks  to  discover  the  nature  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence. 
The  action  for  discovery  of  evidence  has  been  abolished  (Code^  section  389), 
and  if  the  defendant  desires  information  from  the  plaintiff  to  aid  him 
in  his  defense  of  this  action,  his  only  remedy  is  under  section  391  of 
the  Code. 

VIL  In  actions  for  divorce,  the  plaintiff's  claim  is  for  the  criminal  inter- 
course, and  the  courts  require  that  the  acts  of  adultery  be  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint with  particularity  and  precision. 

!•  An  action  by  a  husband  for  erim.  eon,  is  an  action  for  an  injury  to  the 
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person.     Delamat^r  v.  RusscU  (4  How.  Pr.  234) ;  2  Kent^  129 ;  2  Code  R.  187; 
8  Bla,  Cam,  138;  1  Chit.  PI  138;  2  Chit,  PL  265. 

Vlil.  If  the  complaint  was  indefinite  or  uncertain,  the  defendant's  remedy 
(if  any)  was  under  section  160  of  the  Code,  to  have  the  pleading  made  more 
definite  and  certain,  and  this  should  have  been  done  before  the  defendant 
answered  or  noticed  the.  cause  for  trial.  N.  T,  Ice  Co,  v.  N.  Western  Ins.  Co 
(12  Abb.  Pr.  74) ;  Kellogg  v.  BaUr  (15  Abb.  Pr.  287). 

IX.  An  omission  to  move  to  have  a  pleading  made  more  definite  and  cer- 
tain, is  an  admission  that  the  party  fully  understands  the  charges  against  him, 
and  is  prepared  to  meet  them.      Quintard  v.  Newton  (5  Robt.  72). 

X.  The  only  method  by  which  a  party  can  inform  himself  of  evidence 
relating  to  the  merits  of  an  action,  is  under  section  388  of  the  Code,  and 
even  under  this  section,  a  party  will  not  be  compelled  to  inform  his  adversary 
of  the  nature  of  the  evidence  he  intends  to  introduce  against  him.  Strong 
V.  Strong  (1  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  283)  ;    WHUh  v.  BaiUtj  (19  Johns.  268). 

1.  In  the  case  of  Sfrong  v.  Strong  (1  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  233),  Robertson, 
Ch.  J.,  says:  "If  it  had  l)een  intended  that  every  litigant  had  a  right  to 
know  what  evidence  his  adversary  intended  to  introduce  against  him,  such 
principle  would  have  included  the  briefs,  memoranda  of  law,  and  facts  of 
counsel,  and  instructions  of  their  clients.  .  .  .  The  law  always  considered 
sacred  the  rights  of  both  parties  to  keep  secret  their  preparations  and  means 
of  attack  and  defense." 

XI.  A  party  has  no  right  to  discover  the  manner  in  which  his  opponent's 
case  is  to  he  established,  or  evideiice  which  relates  exclusively  to  his  case. 
Hunt  V.  Hewitt  (7  Exch.  237);   Wrii/ht  v.  Man?}?/  (11  Excli.  209). 

XII.  A  party  has  no  right  to  have  an  inquisitorial  examination  of  his 
adversary's  evidence  with  a  view  to  ascertain  if  perchance  something  cannot 
be  found  which  will  possibly  aid  him.  Iloi/t  v.  American  Exchange  Bank  (1 
Duer.  652) ;  Brevoort  v.  Wttrner  (8  IIow.  Pr.  321) ;  Thnnpson  v.  Erie  Railway 
Co.  (9  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  212);  Com,  Banh  of  Alhany  v.  Dunham  (13  How.  Pr. 
541);  Davis  v.  Dunham  (13  How.  Pr.  425). 

XIII.  A  party  is  not  allowed  to  search  his  adversary's  evidence,  with  a 
view  of  finding  out  some  defect  in  the  case  j)ut  forward  by  him,  nor  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  him  to  rebut  the  anticipated  case  of  the  other  party. 
Wright  v.  Manny  (11  Exch.  209);  Mealings  v.  Gromicell  (1  Sandf.*  698);  Shad- 
weU  V.  Shadwell  (6  C.  B.  N.  S.  679) ;  Daniel  v.  Bond  (9  C.  B.  N.  8.  716) ;  ScoU 
V.  Walker  (2  El,  &  B.  555). 

It  is  a  notorious  fact  that  on  the  trial  of  this  action,  there  will  be  examined 

■ 

numerous  witnesses  unwilling  to  criminate  the  defendant  if  avoidable,  both 
as  to  the  criminal  intercourse  between  defendant  and  plaintiflTs  wife,  and  as 
to  the  defendant's  confessions  of  said  intercourse.  And  as  to  the  times  and 
places  where  some  of  the  acts  of  intercourse  were  committed,  the  plaintiff 
is  now  ignorant,  and  will  remain  so  until  this  court,  by  aid  of  its  process, 
compels  the  said  unwilling  witnesses  to  disclose  the  same  on  the  trial,  and  it 
would  be  doing  the  plaintiff  great  injustice  to  compel  him  to  confine  his 
evidence  to  certain  times  and  places,  as  is  shown  from  the  following  hypo- 
thetical case :  • 
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Suppose  i\iiX  the  plaintiff  should  set  forth  in  a  bill  of  particulars  that  on 
the  10th  day  of  August,  1872,  the  defendant  had  intercourse  with  the  plain- 
tifPs  wife,  at  50  Livingston  street,  Brooklyn,  and  that  an  unwilling  witnosH 
should  testify,  by  the  compulsion  of  this  court,  under  the  solemnity  of  an 
oath,  that  the  defendant  had  intercourse  with  the  plaintiff's  wife,  on  the  15th 
day  of  July,  1872,  at  59  Livingston  street,  Brooklyn,  this  material  evidence 
of  the  plaintiff  would  be  stricken  out,  on  the  ground  that  the  bill  of  particu- 
lars did  not  specify  that  particular  time  and  place.  In  fact  the  plaintiff 
would  be  confined  to  asking  the  unwilling  witnesses  whether  they  knew  of 
the  defendant  having  intercourse  with  the  plaintiff's  wife  at  the  times  and 
places  specified  in  their  bill  of  particulars,  and  they  being  unwilling  to  crim- 
inate the  defendant,  could  not  truthfully  answer  that  they  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  defendant's  committing  said  acts  at  the  times  and  places  specified, 
although  they  might,  when  compelled  by  this  court  to  testify  to  said  acts, 
having  been  committed  on  various  other  dates,  and  at  various  other  places. 
The  same  argument  will  apply  to  confessions  of  said  acts  made  by 
defendant  at  different  times  and  places  than  those  specified  in  a  bill  of 
particulars. 

XrV.  As  stated  under  the  third  point,  the  chiim  of  the  plaintiff  is  for  the 
loss  of  the  **  affections,  comforts,  society  and  assistance  "  of  plaintiff's  wife; 
and  if  the  defendant  had  accomplished  this  without  seduction,  his  liability 
would  have  been  the  same.  His  frequent  visits,  his  presents,  his  various  arts, 
by  which  he  won  her  affections,  are  all  evidence  hy  which  the  plaintiff 
expects  to  support  his  claim,  and  the  criminal  intercourse  is  but  an  a<.lditiona] 
fact.     The  defepdant  has  as  much  right  to  all  the  evidence  as  a  part. 

We  submit  the  suggestion  is  absurd. 

XV.  The  avowal  of  want  of  authority  (in  the  order  denying  tiie  motion) 
related  to  the  second  ground  of  the  application,  to  wit,  the  confessions.  The 
judge  having  been  of  opinion  that  in  no  case  could  the  party  who  had  dis- 
closed his  intention  to  prove  the  admissions  of  his  adversary  be  required  by 
order  to  state  the  times,  places,  and  other  circumstances. 

XYL  The  instances  where  plaintiff  has  been  required  to  state  the  time  and 
place  of  the  perpetration  of  the  wrong  have  been  in  cases  in  chancery,  or  for 
a  divorce,  etc.  In  this  instance  the  question  arises  in  an  action  at  law, 
therefore  the  former  practice  does  not  apply.  ^ 

Said  Mr.  Morris  in  closing  his  argument : 

The  counsel  on  the  other  side  has  gone  out  of  his  way  to  call  the  plain- 
tiff names.  He  calls  him  a  cuckold,  while  he  is  pleased  to  refer  to  the 
innocence  of  his  client.  [Jfr.  Shearman  (interrupting). — **I  don't  call  the 
plaintiff  a  cuckold ;  I  say  that  he  insists  that  he  is  one,  falsely.  "J  I  say  that 
the  time  has  not  come  yet  for  this  kind  of  talk;  this  is  simply  an  argument 
on  questions  of  law,  but  when  the  counsel  seeks  to  hold  the  defendant  up 
to  contempt  and  scorn  for  having  accused  his  wile  of  adultery,  we  hurl  back 
the  insinuatiou,  and  say  it  is  not  the  plaintiff  that  has  dragged  down  the 
name  and  soiled  the  reputation  of  his  wife ;  it  is  not  he  that  has  cast  her 
down.  While  he  has  ever  spoken  of  her  in  kindness,  the  client  that  he  so 
Iftods  brands  her  by  stating  that  she  thrust  her  affections  upon  him,  and  his 
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committee  aay  that  upon  no  theory  of  human  reBponsibility  can  her  evidence 
be  reconciled,  and  the  ChrUtian  Union  says  that  her  evidence  is  worth le^is. 
They  have  soiled  her  name — first  seducing  her  from  the  plaintiff,  and  then 
casting  her  aside,  that  they  might  trample  upon  her  as  the  worthless  thing 
that  they  have  made  her. 

Mr.  Bench  (also  for  the  respondent). — I  was  surprised  to  learn  that  I  whs 
expected  to  submit  the  principal  argument  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  I  did 
not  expect  to  participate  in  this  discussion  at  all ;  therefore,  my  argument 
must  consist  of  spontaneous  impressions  upon  my  mind  produced  by  what 
has  been  said  by  the  gentlemen  who  have  addressed  you.  I  come  here,  if 
your  Honors  please,  as  a  **  common  lawyer,"  differently  situated  from  the 
learned  gentleman  who  has  addressed  you  on  the  part  of  the  defendant;  and 
I  may  hope  that  I  can  present  you,  so  far  as  I  shall  attempt  auy  argument  in 
this  matter,  a  calm  and  temperate  discussion,  free  from  those  ehullitions  of 
passion  and  vindictive  animosity  which  have  characterized  the  counsel  for  the 
defense,  and  which  are  only  justified  upon  the  theory  that  his  intimate  friend- 
ship and  ardent  admiration  for  the  distinguished  gentleman  accused  by  this 
action, — only  justified  by  his  own  statement,  that  whatever  may  be  the  result 
of  this  trial,  and  whatever  may  be  the  character  of  the  eminent  client  whom 
he  represents,  he  will  yet,  whether  he  stands  or  falls,  stand  or  fall  with  him. 
I  can  feel,  sir,  a  great  deal  of  sympathy  and  tolerance  for  the  zeal  and 
devotion  upon  the  part  of  the  counsel,  but  I  have  understood  it  to  be  a 
distinguishing  characteristic,  as  well  as  the  highest  honor  of  our  profession, 
that  we  lend  ourselves  only  to  the  advocacy  of  what  we  believe  to  be  true  and 
just.  Never  before,  in  any  court  or  in  any  case,  have  I  found  counsel — this 
genilemau  will  permit  me  to  say — bad  and  unprincipled  enough  to  say  that, 
although  his  client  may  be  convicted  in  a  court  of  justice  by  a  judicial 
determination  of  the  bitterest  wrong  and  the  highest  social  crime  that  can  be 
perpetrated  in  a  civilized  community,  nevertheless,  he  will  uphold  him  by  bis 
ingenuity  and  influence.  Sirs,  I  make  no  such  profession  of  devotion  for  the  < 
gentleman  for  whom  I  appear.  I  avow  here  no  belief  even  in  regard  to  the 
character  of  the  accusation  which  he  has  made.  I  don't  assume  to  say  that 
Henry  Ward  Beecher  has  been  faithless  to  his  mission  and  his  position,  and 
has  committed  this  great  social  crime.  It  would  gratify,  aye,  and  it  would 
be  the  profoundest  solace  which  could  be  addressed  to  the  bereaved  houseiiold 
and  a  crushed  heart,  if  the  examination  upon  the  trial  of  this  case  should 
demonstrate  the  innocence  of  the  wife  of  his  home  and  bosom,  and  of  his 
former  friend — I  may  say  companion.  My  client  believes  this  charge  to  be 
founded  on  truth.  He  is  suffering  all  the  agonies  of  a  believed  wrong.  I  am 
bound  to  believe  with  him  until  this  issue  is  determined  by  the  fiual  tribunal 
of  a  jury  upon  the  question  of  fact.  I  am  bound  to  believe  that  be  is  an 
injured  man  in  his  domestic  and  social  relations,  and  to  act  in  that  belief,  but 
I  am  not  bound  to  say  that  the  evidence  will  justify  one  or  the  other 
conclosion.  Therefore,  while  I  am  very  lenient  to  the  enthusiasm  of  my 
learned  friend;  while  I  can  excuse  him  for  making  an  unjust  and  dishonoring 
accusation  against  myself  {Mr,  Shearman, — '^  No,  sir;  I  make  no  such  accusa 
tion.")   Tes,  sir,  you  did.    Whenever  the  counsel  charges  me  with  affectation 
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of  professional  aentiment  in  this  court,  for  the  purpose  of  influencing  public 
opinion,  he  does  accuse  me  of  dishonoring  the  profession. 

I  feel  no  enmity  toward  him,  because  I  can  pardon  him  for  the  delusion 
under  which  he  suiSers  in  this  case.  My  client  has  been  questioned  for 
bringing  this  action  with  bitterness  of  invcetiye  seldom  indulged  in  a  court 
of  justice,  which  would  only  be  justified  in  the  trial  of  a  case  of  this  magni- 
tude, where  its  full  enormities  were  disclosed  beyond  dispute.  "With  a  spirit, 
air,  which  I  think  does  not  belong  to  a  ^^  common  '*''  lawyer,  he  has  assailed 
my  client  for  the  institution  of  this  action;  he  has  said  of  him  that  he,  the 
husband  and  the  father,  has  unnecessarily  disgraced  and  dishonored  the 
family  whom  he  had  sworn  to  love  and  protect;  that  he  has  said,  with  a 
yindictiveness  of  language  and  a  heat  of  spirit  which  does  not  belong  to  us 
**  common  "  lawyers  before  the  court.  He  has  exhibited  my  client  to  the 
opprobrium  and  condemnation  of  this  community  for  assailing  the  one  man 
who  seems  alone  to  reflect  honor  and  distinction  on  the  city  of  Brooklyn;  for 
assailing  the  gentleman  whom  he  represents  as  wortli  all  the  national  wealth 
of  Brooklyn,  and  as  by  a  thousand  times  excellin<r  the  worth  of  my  humble 
and  undistinguished  client. 

I  answer  it  by  asking  my  learned  friend  what  shall  a  husband  do  when  his 
household  is  assailed,  and  his  peace  of  mind  broken  up  hy  a  wrong  of  this 
character  ?  What  must  the  husband  do  when  a  man  of  eminence  and  dis- 
tinction, by  the  sanctity  of  his  profession  and  by  the  influence  of  his  Christian 
name  and  character,  steals  into  the  household,  and  upon  its  hearthstone 
engraves  infamy  and  dishonor,  seduces  the  wife  of  his  bosom,  and  reflects 
degradation  and  shame  upon  the  children  whom  she  has  borne  ?  When  in  a 
court  of  justice  he  brings  the  seducer  to  the  bar,  and  calLs  upon  him  to 
answer  for  the  grievous  and  imperishable  wrong  which  he  has  committed,  is 
he  to  be  taunted  and  shamed  by  the  lips  of  the  devoted  friend  of  the  seducer  ? 
No,  sir;  it  is  a  shame  to  the  moral  sentiment  of  the  community  in  which  the 
alleged  crime  was  commitced  I  It  is  a  dishonor  to  the  heart  and  to  the  lip 
which  dares  accuse  under  such  circumstances  the  wTouged  husband  because 
he  seeks  to  vindicate  his  honor  or  to  appeal  to  the  law  to  punish  the  aggres- 
sor upon  his  household. 

Now,  sir,  as  to  the  question,  who  provoked  this  disclosure,  or  as  to  who  it 
was  that  made  it  necessary  for  Mr.  Tilton  to  speak  after  he  had  borne  the 
anguish  and  the  horror  of  his  shame  and  his  loss  with  a  Christian  endurance, 
which  might  well  be  imitated  by  the  community;  that  is  to  be  considered 
hereafter.  It  is  not  presented  for  discussion  here,  and  in  a  spirit  which  imi- 
tates that  of  my  client  I  refrain  from  such  discussion,  Ijccause  it  is  inappro- 
priate. I  might  retaliate.  It  needs  no  uncommon  faculty  to  see  that  there  arc 
emotions  in  this  case  which,  if  I  chose  to  appeal  to  the  public  sentiment, 
would  stir  and  warm  the  breast  of  every  father  and  husband.  But  I  will  not 
imitate  my  friend.  I  leave  all  that  for  a  more  fitting  and  appropriate  occa- 
sioo,  when  I  hope  I  shall  have  the  opportunity  to  express  those  sentiments 
and  to  utter  that  malediction  which  I  believe  this  defendant  richly  deserves. 

Mr,  Beach  then  passed  to  the  consideration  of  the  appeal.     There  were,  he 
id|  but  two  points  involved — one  of  authority  and  one  of  discretiou.     He 
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referred  lo  the  Code  as  the  ground  of  procedure  in  this  case ;  to  grant  a  bill 
of  particulars  in  a  case  not  provided  for  by  the  Code  would  be  inconsistent 
with  its  spirit  and  practice.  This  practice  is  not  goyemed  by  the  decisions 
of  other  courts,  whether  in  England  or  Pennsylvania. 

The  effect  of  a  bill  of  particulars  will  be  that  upon  the  trial  of  this  cause, 
this  plaintiff  caniiiot  step  beyond  the  facts  and  times  set  forth  in  that  bill. 
It  would  have  a  most  restrictive  effect.  Does  this  plaintiff  know  ail  the 
times  and  places  when  the  defendant  stole  into  his  family  and  filched  away 
the  virtue  of  his  wife  ?    Does  the  counsel  believe  that  he  can  do  it. 

Mr,  Beach  then  quoted  from  that  part  of  the  record  giving  an  extract  from 
the  statement  of  the  plaintiff  in  relation  to  the  alleged  confessions  of  guilt. 
Counsel  had  made  a  great  ado  over  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  had  stated  that 
he  could  not  bring  himself  to  give  those  confessions  m  detail,  because  of  their 
grossly  sensual  character.  Was  it  not  exactly  what  a  sensible  man  would  do 
under  the  circumstances  ?  Do  they  not  know  that  such  confessions  from  his 
wife  would  not  be  evidence  and  inconsistent  with  the  practice  of  the  court  ? 
The  facts  sought  to  be  ascertained  by  the  bill  of  particulars  were  from  their 
very  nature  known  to  the  defendant. 

We  do  not  admit  that  we  are,  as  counsel  claims,  familiar  with  the  times 
and  places  when  acts  of  infidelity  were  committed,  beyond  the  times  specified 
in  the  complaint;  and  thus  a  bill  of  particulars  would  shut  us  off  from  other 
sources  of  evidence  which  may  be  discovered,  placing  our  cause  in  danger 
and  operating  disastrously  upon  our  interests. 

The  grounds  upon  which  the  application  for  the  bill  of  particulars  are 
based  is  the  afi[idavit  of  the  defendant  that  he  fears  upon  the  trial  of  the 
cause  the  plaintiff  would  produce  false  and  perjured  testimony  in  support  of 
his  allegations.  We  meet  this  by  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Tilton  that  no  such 
thing  is  intended.  I  hope  the  counsel  for  the  other  side,  by  his  strenuous 
asseverations  of  his  belief  in  Mrs.  Tilton's  innocence,  will  succeed  in  clearing  her 
from  the  degradation  which  this  defendant  has  thrust  upon  her.  We  have 
met  the  allegation  of  suborned  testimony  by  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Tilton ;  and 
I  deny  that  we  are  to  consider  the  defendant  innocent;  if  he  be  guilty  he  is 
already  possessed  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  which  he  seeks  to  be 
informed  by  the  bill  of  particulars. 

Mr,  Shearman  was  heard  briefly  in  reply. 


DECISION  OP  THE  APPEAL. 

On  November  19,  1874,  the  following  opinions  were  delivered  : 

Reynolds,  J. — The  defendant  upon  this  appeal  asks  that  the  plaintiff  be 
compelled  to  specify  the  particular  times  ^*  at  which  he  expects  or  intends  to 
prove  any  acts  of  adultery/'  and  that  the  plaintiff  be  precluded  from  giving 
evidence  upon  the  trial  of  any  acts  not  so  specified.  The  order  to  show 
cause  asked  for  a  like  specification  of  places.  And  also  of  the  particular 
times  and  places  at  which  alleged  confessions  were  made. 

Upon  the  argument  bcfr)re  us,  however,  it  was  not  claimed  that  the  places 
were  not  safllciently  specified,  and  that  part  of  the  order  relating  to  confes- 
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sions  WU8  expressly  waived.     Even  if  it  had  not  been  so  waived,  H  would 
obviimsly  be  beyond  the  province  of  the  court  to  make  any  such  requisition. 

The  question  before  us  on  this  appeal,  then,  is,  ought  the  plaintiff,  upon 
the  trial,  to  be  confined  to  those  particular  acts,  the  exact  date  of  which  be 
may  be  able  to  fix  in  advance  ;  for  it  would  be  idle  to  compel  him  to  name 
the  precise  time  of  any  alleged  acts,  except  for  the  purpose  of  excluding  all 
others  from  his  claim.     That  is  the  very  object  of  the  motion. 

The  complaint  alleges  the  wrongful  act^  to  have  been  committed  ^'  on  or 
about  the  10th  day  of  October,  1868,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times 
after  that  day,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,"  specifying  as 
the  places  two  houses  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn.  It  is  admitted  that  this  is 
sufficiently  definite  and  certain  for  the  purpose  of  a  pleading.  If  not,  the 
remedy  was  by  motion,  to  be  made  before  the  service  of  the  answer.  I 
understand  this  application  to  be  based  upon  the  ground  that  the  court  has 
power  to  order  a  bill  of  particulars,  as  incident  to  the  general  administration 
of  justice,  as  well  as  by  §  158  of  the  Code. 

Without  discussing  at  length  and  separately  the  question  whether 
the  court  possesses  the  power  to  restrict  the  plaintiff  by  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars in  such  an  action  as  this,  I  propose  to  rest  my  conclusion  mainly 
upon  the  ground  that  this  is  not  a  proper  case  for  the  exercise  of  such  power. 

The  defendant  is  entitU^d,  as  matter  of  right,  to  a  copy  of  the  plaintifTs 
account,  when  a  demand  for  it  is  applicable  to  the  nature  of  the  case  ;  but 
the  "bill  of  particulars  of  the  claim "  which  the  court  may  order  **in  all 
case'^  "  is  to  be  required  only  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion.  Upon 
examining  the  authorities  cited  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  it  will  be  found 
that  the  court  in  each  instance  has  evidently  had  reference  to  the  particular 
circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  supposed  ability  of  the  party  to  give  the 
information  asked  for. 

The  decisions  which  are  relied  upon  as  having  the  most  direct  bearing 
upon  this  application  are  those  cited  from  the  English  Divorce  Court,  where 
the  petition  for  divorce  is  joined  with  an  action  for  damages  against  the 
alleged  paramour. 

In  these  cases  it  seems  to  be  common  to  order  particulars  to  be  given.  It 
is  worth  while  to  observe  the  manner  in  which  the  cause  of  action  is  stated 
in  the  petition  (corresponding  to  our  complaint)  under  their  practice.  Take, 
for  instance,  the  cases  cited  upon  the  very  able  brief  of  defendant's  counsel. 
In  Hunt  V.  Hunt  and  Duke  (2  Swab.  &  T.),  the  petitioner  was  charged,  by 
way  of  recrimination,  with  having  committed  adultery  with  three  persons 
named,  without  stating  time  or  place.  In  Codrington  v.  Godrington  and 
Anderson  (3  Swab.  &  T.),  the  charge  was  that  the  respondent  had  committed 
adultery  on  divers  occasions  since  April,  1859,  with  divers  persons.  Particu- 
lars were  ordered,  and  the  petitioner  then  alleged  frequent  acts  of  guilt  be- 
tween 1859  and  1862,  with  a  person  named,  at  Malta,  and  during  a  journey  to 
Switzerland,  Savoy,  Sardinia,  and  Italy.  Further  particulars  were  ordered, 
U  appearing  that  the  information  on  which  the  charge  was  founded  was  contained 
l»  a  diary  and  certain  letters  of  the  respondent. 

Id  another  case,  Winsco^  v.    Winscom  and  Plowden  (8  Swab.  &  T.),  the 
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allegation  was  of  adultery  in  or  about  the  year  1853,  at  Jubulpoor,  with  some 
man  other  than  the  petitioner.  Particulars  were  demanded,  and  the  order 
seems  to  have  been  satisfied  by  stating  the  offenses  as  committed  with  Edward 
Clark,  at  Jubulpoor,  in  February  or  March,  1853.  In  a  Massachusetts  case, 
Adams  v.  Adams  (16  Pick.  254),  the  libel  (or  complaint)  charged  that  the 
defendant  had  committed  various  acts  of  adultery,  at  various  times,  with  persons 
unknown,  during  a  period  of  eight  years.  It  would  be  difiicult  to  imagine  a 
charge  much  more  general  and  indefinite  than  this. 

Under  a  system  which  tolerates  such  pleading  in  an  action  for  divorce  as 
is  instanced  by  the  foregoing  references,  the  complaint  must  of  course  be 
supplemented  by  a  statement  of  particulars. 

In  our  state  the  complaining  party  in  actions  for  divorce  has  always  been 
compelled,  hy  t?ie  pleading^  to  specify  the  circumstances  of  the  offense  alleged, 
as  to  time  and  place,  with  as  great  particularity  as  under  the  system  of  orders 
adopted  elsewhere.  We  are  not  referred  to  a  divorce  case  in  this  state  where 
an  order  for  particulars  was  applied  for  or  made.  I  think,  too,  the  learned 
counsel  was  mistaken  in  supposing  that  the  settling  of  issues  in  a  divorce 
suit  ever  served  the  purpose  which  is  sought  to  be  attained  by  an  order.  The 
issues  were  framed  upon  the  pleadings;  these  were  required  to  allege  the 
offense  with  reasonable  certainty  of  time  and  place,  and  if  the  charge  was  too 
vague,  the  defect  was  not  remedied  by  supplying  an  issue  containing  the 
particulars,  but  the  issue  would  not  be  awarded ;  Codd  v.  Oodd  (2  Johns.  Ch. 
224);   Woody,  TTw^Z  (2  Paige,  108). 

The  practice  of  ordering  particulars  in  such  cases  seems  never  to  have 
obtained  here. 

Of  course,  bills  of  particulars  may  be  ordered  in  certain  cases,  and  some* 
times  in  actions  of  tort.  We  have  been  referred  to  two  cases,  decided  by  our 
Supreme  Court,  Humphrey  v.  Gottleyou  (4  Cow.  54) ;  was  an  action  of  trover 
for  the  conversion  of  a  quantity  of  timber.  A  bill  of  particulars  was  ordered, 
and  the  plaintiff  delivered  an  account,  specifying  so  many  sticks  of  different 
kinds,  without  giving  dates  or  mentioning  any  time  within  which  the  several 
items  arose.  The  court  say  the  date  of  the  items  should  be  given  with  as 
much  particularity  as  possible.  If  the  day  can  not  be  stated,  then  the  month 
or  year.  That  was  a  case  where  the  claim  was  susceptible  of  being  resolved 
into  particulars,  or  itemized,  with  approximate  dates,  as  much  so  as  an 
account  for  goods  sold.  The  difference  between  such  a  case  and  this  has  been 
sufiidently  discussed  by  Chief  Justice  Neilson  in  the  Opinion  at  Special  Term. 

The  other  case  was  an  action  for  dower,  Vischer  v.  Conant  (4  Cow.  896). 
'^  The  count  was  in  the  (then)  usual  general  form,  without  showing  any  land 
]n  certain."  The  court  say  the  proper  course  was  the  same  as  in  ejectment, 
where  the  declaration  was  equally  general,  that  is,  to  ascertain,  by  a  bill 
of  particulars,  for  what  particular  land  the  plaintiff  was  proceeding. 

"  This  proceeding  to  obtain  a  bill  of  particulars  seems  applicable  to  all 
actions  in  which  the  plaintiff  declares  generally  without  specifying  particu* 
larly  his  cause  of  action." 

Surely,  an  order  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  specify  what  land  he  is  claiming 
in  a  suit,  does  not  go  far  as  a  precedent,  for  requiring  a  party  to  state  the 
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exact  date  of  a  secret  wrongful  act,  alleged  to  have  been  committed  agaixist 
him. 

The  case  of  Early  v.  Smithy  cited  from  the  Appendix  to  12  Irish  Com. 
Law  R,  comes  much  nearer  to  the  matter  before  us. 

The  action  was  for  slander,  and  the  complaint  set  out  the  words  spoken 
without  stating  time  or  place.  The  court  made  an  order  which  was  modified 
on  appeal.  The  prevailing  opinion  says,  **  We  do  not  compel  the  plaintiff  to 
state  tiie  specific  times  at  which  he  charges  the  words  to  have  been  spoken, 
and  bind  him  by  them,  or  the  names  of  the  parties  to  whom  the  words  were 
spoken,  but  the  occasions  on  which  the  words  were  spoken.^' 

One  of  the  Judges  says  he  had  concluded  to  go  so  far,  not  without  diffi- 
culty,  and  another  dissented ;  but  the  decision  plainly  falls  short  of  the  point 
attempted  to  be  reached  in  this  case.  The  court  refused  to  bind  the  plaintiff 
to  specific  times. 

There  is  a  vast  difference,  too,  between  the  nature  of  that  action  and  of 
this. 

It  was  of  the  essence  of  slander,  that  the  words  had  been  spoken  in  the 
precence  and  hearing  of  other  people,  and  the  plaintiff  might  well  be 
presumed  to  have  the  means,  easily  accessible,  of  fixing  the  occasion,  and 
with  some  certainty,  the  time,  of  the  wrong.  No  such  presumption  naturally 
arises  here ;  indeed,  the  contrary  to  some  extent  appears. 

So  far  as  civil  actions  are  concerned,  the  great  particularity  in  stating 
time  and  place,  in  suits  for  divorce,  seems,  with  us,  to  be  peculiar  to  that 
action.  Our  attention  has  not  been  directed  to  any  case  in  this  State,  and  I 
am  not  at  this  moment  aware  of  any,  holding  in  an  action  for  damages  for  a 
wrong  committed,  when  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  act  is  not 
material  to  constitute  the  cause  of  action,  that  the  particular  time  must  be 
stated,  and  proved  according  to  the  allegation. 

The  dissenting  opinion  in  Early  v.  Smith  very  forcibly  says :  "  Hitherto 
the  law,  although  it  has  required  the  plaintiff,  in  point  of  form,  to  allege 
time  and  place  for  the  charge  which  he  makes,  has  been  perfectly  settled  that 
he  is  not  tied  up  as  to  his  proof,  either  as  to  time  or  place.  It  has  been  no 
objection  that  at  the  trial  he  proves  the  slander  at  one  place,  though  he  has 
laid  it  at  another,  or  that  he  proves  it  at  one  time,  though  he  has  laid  it  at 
another." 

This  is  true  as  to  other  torts,  including  the  offenses  charged  in  this  com- 
plaint,  as  well  as  in  reference  to  an  action  for  slander.  I  quote  again  from 
the  same  opinion:  *^  It  is  said.  Oh,  it  is  a  great  hardship  to  the  defendant  to 
go  to  trial  without  knowing  the  precise  times  and  places  on  which  the  plain- 
tiff means  to  rely.  But  that  is  a  hardship  to  which  plaintiffs  and  defendants 
have  been  subject  for  hundreds  of  years — for  as  long  as  we  have  records  of 
law." 

I  think  such  is  the  state  of  the  law  with  us  to-day ;  unavoidably  so,  and 
that  it  would  be  inconsistent  with  well-settled  and  reasonable  rules  to  **tie 
up  "  the  plaintiff  in  such  an  action  as  this,  to  any  particular  date,  or  dates, 
to  be  stated  in  advance. 

With  all  the  uncertainties  of  human  testimony  no  man  can  foresee  the 
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chances  and  accidents  of  a  trial ;  and,  as  to  immattsrisl  circumstances,  great 
latitude  should  be  allowed. 

This  will  be  still  more  apparent  from  a  consideration  of  the  nature  of  the 
proof  upon  which,  so  far  as  disclosed,  this  plaintiff  must  mainly  rely. 

The  moving  affidavits  make  extracts  from  a  published  statement  of  the 
plaintiflf,  in  which  he  speaks  of  confessions  alleged  to  have  been  made  to  him 
by  his  wife  and  by  the  defendant. 

It  is  not  at.  present  apparent  how  her  confessions  can  be  made  use  of  as 
evidence  on  the  trial ;  as  to  those  of  the  defendant,  it  does  not  appear  from 
plaintiff^s  statement,  as  quoted,  that  such  confessions  furnished  him  with  the 
information  as  to  dates  which  would  enable  him  to  comply  with  the  order 
sought  for,  nor  is  it  quite  clear  that  a  plaintiff  in  such  an  action  ought  to  be 
compelled  to  rest  his  case  upon  the  accuracy  or  reliability  of  data  so  obtained, 
even  if  the  particulars  were  given  him. 

Now,  suppose  the  plaintiff  comes  into  court  and  upon  the  trial  swears  to 
confessions  of  guilt,  as  made  to  him  by  defendant,  broad  enough  to  sustain 
the  complaint,  if  credited  by  the  jury;  suppose  he  succeeds  in  producing 
other  witnesses  who  shall  swear  to  similar  confessions  and  to  circumstances 
pointing  in  the  same  direction;  and  also  introduces  papers,  written  and 
signed  by  the  defendant,  which  are  claimed  by  plaintiff  to  be  substantially 
confessions  of  the  offense  charged ;  but  that  any  array  of  proof  of  this  sort 
should  fail  to  point  out  specific  days  or  times  of  the  alleged  wrongs,  what 
would  be  the  consequence  should  the  jury  be  satisfied,  upon  such  evidence, 
of  the  defendant's  guilt  ? 

In  accordance  with  the  general  rules  applicable  to  the  trial  of  issues,— rules 
which  I  conceive  to  be  fair  and  just, — the  plaintiff  would  in  that  case  b« 
entitled  to  a  verdict.  He  would  have  made  out  (supposing  the  jury  to  find  as 
stated)  the  substance  of  his  allegations,  and  it  would  matter  not  whether  the 
wrongs  were  committed  upon  this  day  or  that,  within  the  general  period  cov- 
ered by  the  complaint.  But  if  we  should  make  the  order  which  is  now  asked 
for,  the  defendant  might,  in  the  first  place,  with  great  plausibility  object  to 
all  proof  which  does  not  point  to  some  specific  time,  and  in  the  next  demand 
a  verdict  of  acquittal,  even  if  the  jury  should  believe  the  evidence  against 
him,  because  he  had  not  been  shown  to  have  committed  the  offenses  at  the 
particular  times  to  which  the  plaintiff  had  been  confined  by  the  order  and  the 
bill  of  particulars. 

If  this  result  would  not  follow  upon  such  a  state  of  facts,  I  see  no  object 
in  asking  for  the  order;  and  if  such  a  result  should  follow,  it  seems  to  me  it 
would  be  a  reproach  upon  the  administration  of  justice. 

I  think  the  parties  can  have  a  perfectly  fair  trial  of  the  issues  in  the  ordi- 
nary way,  and  I  am  therefore  in  favor  of  affirming  the  order  made  at  Special 
Term,  but  without  costs. 

McCuE,  J. — Appeal  from  an  order  made  at  Special  Term  denying  the 
defendant's  application  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  a  statement  of  bill 
of  particulars  of  the  times  and  places  when  the  several  acts  of  adultery 
charged  in  the  complaint  were  committed. 


OPimON    OF    MeOUE,    J,  57 

The  action  is  for  crim,  eon.  The  complaint  alleges  that  the  adultery  was 
committed  at  the  house  of  the  plaintiff  ;  also  at  the  house  of  the  defendant — 
both  situated  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn — **  on  or  about  the  10th  day  of  October, 
1868,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  after  that  day,  and  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action." 

The  answer  is  a  full  denial  of  each  and  every  act  of  adultery.  The  de- 
fendant's application  was  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  he  should 
not  deliver  to  the  defendant's  attorneys  a  statement  in  writing  of  the  particu- 
lar times  and  places  at  which  he  expects  or  intends  to  prove  that  any  acts  of 
adultery  or  criminal  intercourse  took  place  between  the  defendant  and  the 
wife  of  the  plaintiff,  and  of  the  particular  times  and  places  at  which  he  ex- 
pects or  intends  to  prove  that  the  defendant  confessed  any  such  acts  of  adul- 
tery or  criminal  intercourse,  or  be  precluded  from  giving  evidence  upon  the 
trial  of  any  such  acts  or  confessions  not  specified  in  such  bill  of  particulars. 
Before  passing  to  the  examination  of  the  questions  presented  in  this  appeal, 
we  think  it  proper  to  notice  two  objections  raised  to  the  defendant's  applica- 
tion, since  the  early  disposition  of  these  objections  will  very  much  simplify 
onr  labor.  The  objections  referred  to  are,  first,  that  the  defendant  desired  a 
bill  of  particulars  of  the  confession  made  by  the  plaintiff's  wife,  which  it  is 
claimed  could  not  be  introduced  against  the  defendant  ;  and,  second,  that 
the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  is  for  the  loss  of  affection,  comforts,  society,  and 
assistance  of  his  wife,  and  th&t  if  the  defendant  had  accomplished  this  with- 
out seduction,  his  liability  would  have  been  the  same."  [See  point  14, 
Respondent's  printed  points.] 

An  examination  of  the  order  to  show  cause  diflposes  of  the  first  objection ; 
the  bill  of  particulars  desired  does  not  call  for^the  confession  of  the  wife, 
only  for  those  made  by  the  deponent  himself. 

The  second  objection  is  not  well  taken.  The  lo»s  of  the  affection,  comfort, 
society,  and  assistance  of  the  wife  are  elements  of  damage,  it  is  true,  but  the 
plaintiff's  right  of  action  rests  alone  upon  the  fact  of  the  seduction  of  the 
wife,  and  if  the  plaintiff  fails  to  prove  that  fact,  notwithstanding  that  he 
may  have  lost  her  affections,  &c.,  he  must  fail  in  this  action.  A  special  action 
on  the  case  might  give  him  relief,  but,  in  this  action,  failing  to  prove  that 
the  defendant  debauched  the  plaintiff's  wife,  the  plaintiff  has  no  standing  in 
court.  It  would  not,  therefore,  follow,  as  stated  in  the  fourteenth  point 
referred  to,  that,  if  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  have  the  bill  of  particulars 
applied  for,  he  would  be  equally  entitled  to  have  the  items  of  proof  proposed 
to  be  introduced  in  the  trial,  touching  the  defendant's  frequent  visits,  hip 
presents,  and  the  various  arts  by  which  the  defendant  won  the  affections  of 
the  plaintiff's  wife. 

These  qnestions  disposed  of,  we  proceed  to  consider  the  single  question 
preiented  on  this  appeal,  viz. :  has  this  court  power,  ailer  issue  joined  in  an 
action  of  mm.  eon,^  to  order  a  bill  of  particulars  ^^  of  the  divers  other  days 
and  times "  after  the  one  particular  day  named  in  the  complaint,  when  the 
criminal  conversation  is  claimed  to  have  taken  place,  and  of  the  particular 
guilty  acts  which  it  is  claimed  the  defendant  has  confessed  ?  No  objec- 
tion is  raised  to  the  power  of  this  court  at  General  Term  to  review  the 
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order    appealed    from.     The    order    is    sought    to    be    sustained    on    the 

grounds  : 

First — ^That  section  158  of  the  Code,  which  provides  for  the  delivery  to 
either  party,  on  demand,  or  on  the  order  of  the  court,  of  "  the  items  of  an 
account  "set  up  in  a  pleading,  or  **a  bill  of  particulars  of  the  claim  "of 
either  party,  does  not  apply  in  the  case  of  a  claim  such  as  that  which  forms 
the  subject  of  this  action ;  and, 

Second — That  the  defendant's  application  should  have  been  made  under 
section  160  of  the  Code — **  When  the  allegations  of  a  pleading  are  so  indefinite 
and  uncertain  that  the  precise  nature  of  the  charge  or  defense  is  not 
apparent,  the  court  may  require  the  pleading  to  be  made  definite  and  certain 
by  amendment " :  and  that  having  omitted  to  make  the  application  before 
answering,  the  defendant  has  thereby  accepted  the  complaint  as  sufficient, 
and  has  waived  the  right  to  require  any  amendment  of  the  complaint. 

I  understand  the  defendant's  application  to  have  been  denied  by  hie 
Honor,  the  Chief  Judge,  not  because  there  were  no  merits  in  the  application, 
but,  because,  *'of  want  of  power  to  grant  the  same,  as  well  as  for  other 
grounds  stated,"  in  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The  main  consideration 
suggested  by  the  learned  Chief  Judge  for  refusing  the  application  seems 
based  upon  the  assumption  that  if  any  question  could  be  raised  in  relation  to 
the  form  of  the  complaint  the  defendant  should  have  applied  to  have  the 
complaint  made  more  definite  and  certain;  and  that  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to 
give  the  particulars  called  for,  is  in  effect  to  compel  him  to  disclose  the 
evidence  upon  which  the  plaintiff  relies  to  establish  his  cause  of  action  on 
the  trial. 

With  great  respect  we  think  this  position  erroneous.  The  complaint  as  a 
pleading  is  good,  and  follows  the  established  forms ;  there  is  no  indefiniteness 
or  uncertainty  in  the  nature  of  the  charge ;  it  is  distinctly  alleged  that  the 
defendant  debauched  the  plaintiff's  wife.  This  act  is  declared  to  have  been 
committed  on  the  10th  day  of  October,  1808,  thus  bringing  it  within  the 
statute  of  limitations.  Except  for  this  purpose,  the  allegation  of  time  would 
have  been  immaterial.  Proof  of  the  adultery,  therefore,  on  or  about  the 
date  particularly  alleged,  would  establish  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover. 
That  fact  established,  the  plaintiff  has  a  perfect  cause  of  action,  and  the  other 
matter  alleged  in  the  complaint  as  to  the  loss  of  wife's  affections,  society, 
and  services,  enter  into  the  cause  only  as  bearing  up  the  question  of  damages. 

The  defendant  could  not  obtain  the  information  be  asks,  under  this 
section,  because  it  is  only  when  the  charge  which  he  is  called  on  to  meet  is 
not  apparent  in  the  complaint  that  the  court  has  power  to  make  that  pleading 
more  definite  and  certain. 

It  matters  not  whether  the  defendant  did  or  did  not  debauch  the  plaintiff^s 
wife  at  divers  other  days  and  times  between  the  10th  day  of  October,  1868, 
and  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action.  If  guilty  on  the  one  day 
alleged,  he  is  guilty  of  the  wrong  complained  of,  and  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover  damages. 

Even  if  the  plaintiff  should  fail  to  establish  the  commission  of  an  act  of 
adultery  on  the  10th  day  of  October,  1868,  the  charge  is  still  definite  and 
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distinct  against  bim,  and  if  the  plaintiff  can  establish  the  commission  of  a 
single  act  of  criminal  conversation  between  said  10th  day  of  October,  1868, 
and  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  action,  his  cause  of  action  is  thus 
folly  established. 

The  court,  therefore,  can  give  him  no  relief  under  section  160,  because 
the  nature  of  the  charge  against  him  is  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  complaint, 
and  the  time  immaterial,  except  to  the  defendant,  to  enable  him  to  prepare 
for  triaL 

It  does  not  follow  that  because  the  plaintifE  is  compelled  to  designate 
with  some  reasonable  particularity  those  other  days  and  times,  that  he  is 
necessarily  obliged  to  disclose  the  evidence  by  which  his  cause  of  action  is  to 
be  sustained,  and  thus  expose  his  preparation  and  means  of  attack.  On  the 
contrary,  let  us  assume  that  one  of  these  other  days  and  times  is  the  10th  day 
of  October,  1869,  and  is  so  assigned  by  the  plaintiff.  What  light  is  furnished 
to  the  defendant  by  which  he  can  foresee  in  any  way  the  proof  by  which  the 
plaintiff  on  the  trial  proposes  to  establish  the  defendant's  guilt. 

The  plaintiff  has  now  undoubtedly  the  proof  within  his  reach,  by  which 
be  hopes  to  establish  the  fact  ;  but  the  names  of  the  witnesses  who  saw  the 
guilty  act  committed,  or  the  circumstantial  evidence  by  which  the  plaintiff, 
in  the  absence  of  direct  proof,  will  endeavor  to  establish  the  defendant's 
guilt,  are  not  disclosed.  How  can  it  be  said  that  to  give  this  date  either 
absolutely,  or  with  reasonable  approximation,  affords  the  defendant  any 
opportunity  to  tamper  with  or  eloign  an  unwilling  witness,  or  enables  him 
to  manufacture  testimony  to  meet  facts  and  circumstances  known  only  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  not  disclosed  under  the  order  applied  for,  and  against  which  it 
Beems  to  me  impossible  that  he  should  be  able  to  manufacture  any  available 
teetimony  ? 

I  have  dwelt  thus  at  length  upon  this  branch  of  the  case,  because  the  de- 
cision of  the  court  below  seems  to  rest  mainly  upon  the  points  that  the 
defendant  had  a  full  and  ample  remedy,  under  section  160,  which  he  has 
▼oluntarily  abandoned,  and  that  the  application  of  the  defendant  called  for 
the  disclosure  of  the  evidence  upon  which  the  plaintiff  relies  to  establish  his 
claims  for  damages. 

1  do  not  concur  with  the  learned  Chief  Judge,  that  the  question  is  not  of 
much  moment  to  the  defendant,  as  the  information  to  which  he  could  have 
been  entitled  (that  is  under  section  160),  '*  may  yet  be  obtained  by  examining 
the  plaintiff  before  the  trial." 

Undoubtedly  the  plaintiff  might  be  examined  before  trial,  but  it  is  diffi- 
calt  to  imagine  any. line  of  examination  which  would  be  permissible,  which 
would  give  the  defendant  any  information  as  to  the  days  and  times  on 
which  it  is  proposed  to  prove  any  guilty  acts  between  the  defendant  and  the 
piaintiff^s  wife.  If  we  assume,  for  example,  as  we  properly  should,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  innocent  of  any  collusion  with  the  alleged  guilty  parties,  that  the 
defendant  wrongfully  and  wickedly  and  without  his  privity  or  consent,  com- 
mitted this  great  wrong  against  him,  and  that  to  make  out  the  case,  he  relies 
upon  statements  made  to  him  by  parties  who  themselves  have  witnessed  the 
guilty  acta,  or  upon  circumstantial  evidence,  or  upon  both,  can  the  plaintiff 
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be  compelled  to  disclose  either  their  statements  or  their  circumstances  ?  The 
statements  of  other  parties  are  incompetent  as  evidence.  We  submit,  there- 
fore, that  the  examination  of  the  plaintiff  before  trial  does  not  give  him  the 
particulars  he  desires. 

It  is,  however,  of  vital  importance  to  the  defendant  that  he  should  know 
in  advance  of  the  trial  with  reasonable  particularity,  when  it  is  claimed  that 
he  has  committed  any  wrong  against  the  plaintiff,  non  constat^  but  that  if 
advised  of  the  times  and  occasions  he  might  be  able  to  establish  that  he  was 
absent  from  the  city  when  it  is  alleged  the  adultery  was  committed,  or  that 
because  of  some  other  facts  or  circumstances  the  charge  is  equally  untrue. 

The  plaintiff  was  undoubtedly  prepared,  at  the  time  his  action  was  com- 
menced, to  bring  forward  the  necessary  proofs,  the  complaint  is  sworn  to, 
and  we  nmst  assume,  for  the  present  purpose,  that  the  plaintiff  believes  the 
matters  alleged  by  him  to  be  true,  and  that  this  belief  is  based  upon  facts 
and  circumstances  and  information  in  his  possession,  and  they  ought  to  be 
very  full  and  clear  to  warrant  the  grave  charges  therein  made. 

The  answer  is  verified,  and  as  before  observed  contains  a  full  and  uneqni- 
vocal  denial  of  the  charges  made  in  the  complaiot.  We  have  no  right  to 
presume  the  defendant  guil^ty.  The  burden  of  proof  rests  upon  the  plaintiff! 
The  defendant  may  not  be  put  upon  his  defense  until  the  plaintiff  has  estab- 
lished at  least  a  prima  facie  case  against  him,  and  it  is,  therefore,  begging  the 
whole  question  to  say  that  the  defendant,  if  guilty,  knows  of  course  all  the 
facts  which  can  possibly  be  introduced  against  him.  We  have  no  right  to 
presume  that  either  party  will  attempt  the  manufacture  of  false  testimony,  but 
certainly  the  opportunity  to  do  so  is  as  free  to  the  plaintiff  as  to  the  defendant. 

It  is  no  injustice,  therefore,  to  ask  the  plaintiff  to  designate  the  times 
when  the  acts  of  which  he  complains  were  committed.  It  can  not  in  any 
way  disclose  his  line  of  attack.  It  is  fair  to  the  defendant  that  he  should  be 
pointed  with  some  degree  of  certainty  to  the  times  and  occasions  to  enable 
him  to  meet  the  charges  fairly.  I  am  satisfied  that  this  course  and  this 
course  alone  will  aid  the  cause  of  justice  and  letd  to  the  ascertainment  of  the 
truth. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  grant  the  order.  The  authorities 
cited  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant,  leave,  I  think,  no  room  to 
doubt  that  in  England,  and  in  some  of  our  sister  States,  the  practice  is  well 
established  to  the  full  extent  claimed.  It  is  insisted,  however,  that  this 
practice  has  never  prevailed  in  this  State,  and  that  the  only  powers  possessed 
by  our  courts  are  under  sections  158  and  160  of  the  Code.  I  have  already 
entieavored  to  show  that  section  160  has  no  application. 

The  first  paragraph  of  section  158,  referring  to  the  items  of  an  account, 
clearly  refers  to  an  account  stated,  and  has  no  application  to  the  statement 
vihich  the  defendant  seeks.     Johnson  v.  Mallory  (2  Robt.  681). 

The  concluding  portion  of  the  section  has,  however,  a  very  important 
bearing  upon  the  question  under  review.  It  was  undoubtedly  the  object  of 
the  Code  to  simplify  the  practice  and  proceedings  in  the  courts  of  our  State, 
and  to^the  extent  and  in  the  cases  in  which  the  Code  undertook  to  lay  down 
rules  and  regulations,  all  other  statutory  provisions  inconsistent  therewith 
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were  repealed  (sec.  468),  but  the  rales  and  practice  of  the  courts  in  civil 
actioDH,  whicli  were  not  inconsistent  with  the  Code,  were  specially  declared 
to  be  in  force,  subject  to  the  power  of  the  respective  courts  to  modify  or  alter 
the  same  (sec.  460). 

It  is  declared  that  the  distinction  between  legal  and  equitable  remedies 
should  no  longer  continue,  and  that  a  uniform  course  of  proceeding  should 
apply  in  all  cases.  As  originally  framed,  section  158  bore  this  heading: 
'*  How  to  State  an  Account  in  a  Pleading,"  and  provided  only  for  the  furnish- 
ing of  the  items  of  an  account  therein  alleged.  The  title,  so  to  speak,  of  the 
action  clearly  indicated  and  limited  its  offices.  In  1851  the  section  was 
amended  by  providing  ft>r  the  delivery  of  a  further  account  when  the  one 
delivered  is  defective,  and  further  provided,  "  and  the  court  may  in  all  cases 
order  a  bill  of  particulars  of  the  claim  of  either  party  to  be  furnished."  It  is 
crident  that  the  Legislature  meant,  in  this  one  section,  to  simplify  and  con- 
dense in  the  shortest  possible  form,  but  with  the  most  enlarged  application, 
auch  rules  of  practice  as  in  its  judgment  were  best  calculated  to  bring  about 
a  furtherance  of  justice ;  and  to  the  end  that  a  party  to  the  action,  plaintiff 
as  well  as  defendant,  might  be  fully  apprised  of  the  full  and  particular 
claims  made  against  him,  the  courts  were  authorized  in  all  cases  to  order  a 
bill  of  particulars  of  the  claim  of  either  party  to  be  furnished.  This  pro- 
vision does  not  apply  to  the  nature  of  the  charge,  but  rather  to  its  extent. 
The  precise  nature  of  the  charge,  as  already  shown,  is  covered  by  section  168, 
as  well  as  by  section  142,  which  specifies  that  the  complaint  shall  contain  a 
plain  and  concise  statement  of  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of  action. 

The  charge  is  fully  stated  when  the  complaint  alleges  that  the  defendant 
debauched  the  plaintift's  wife,  but  the  plaintiff's  claim  is,  that  the  defendant 
not  only  committed  this  act  upon  one  occasion,  to  wit, — October  10, 1868,  but 
on  divers  other  days  and  times.  It  certainly  will  not  be  contended  that  the 
word  claim  can  have  any  reference  to  the  items  of  damage. 

Under  section  158,  theft,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  court  has  power  to 
order  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  such  further,  particulars  as  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  require. 

I  have  not  been  able  to  find  an  adjudicated  case  in  our  reports  where  such 
particulars  have  been  ordered  in  a  civil  action,  but  the  practice  is  not  an 
unfamiliar  one  in  criminal  cases  even  in  our  state,  and  in  actions  for  divorce 
before  the  Code. 

Sec  Lambert  v.  the  People  (9  Cow.  586).  Senator  Spencer  who  delivered 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  referring  to  the  rule  in  criminal  cases,  that  the 
indictment  must  not  only  contain  a  description  of  the  crime  but  also  a  state- 
ment of  the  facts  by  which  it  is  constituted  so  as  to  identify  the  accusation, 
and  to  the  rule  in  indictments  for  barratry,  requiring  the  prosecution  to 
furnish  a  bill  of  particulars  which  shall  specify  the  particular  instances,  says : 
*^This  simple  and  plain  rule  is  so  agreeable  to  common  sense  and  common 
justice,  that  it  needs  not  any  authority  to  support  it." 

In  the  case  of  WQ9d  v.  Wood^  an  action  for  divorce  (2  Paige  118),  the 
Chancellor  held  that  **  the  only  safe  and  prudent  course  is  to  require  the 
chttgOy  whether  of  crimination  or  recrimination,  to  be  stated  in  the  pleadings 
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and  in  the  issues  in  such  a  manner  that  the  adverse  party  may  be  prepared  to 
meet  it  on  the  trial,"  and  that  **  neither  party  has  a  right  to  make  such  a 
charge  against  the  other  on  mere  suspicion,  relying  upon  being  able  to  fish  up 
testimony  before  the  trial  to  support  the  allegation/^ 

In  the  case  of  Early  v.  Smith  (12  Irish  Law  R.  Appendix  xxxv.),  which 
was  an  action  for  slander,  the  defendant  applied  to  the  court  for  an  order 
compelling  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  the  names,  descriptions,  and  addresses  of 
the  persons  in  whose  presence  the  slanderous  words  were  spoken,  as  well  as 
the  time  when  and  the  places  where  they  were  spoken.  The  application  seemed 
a  novel  one ;  no  precedent  for  such  an  order  was  cited ;  but  the  court,  after 
full  examination,  granted  the  order  in  a  modified  form  —  **  though  for 
the  first  time  applied  for." 

It  was  claimed  in  that  case,  as  it  is  in  this,  that  such  an  order  would  enable 
the  defendant  to  tamper  with  the  plaintift's  witnesses,  to  which  the  court  replied : 

^'That  is  an  objection  to  which  we  should  not  yield;  it  may  be  raised  to 
almost  every  application  for  a  bill  of  particulars.  The  object  of  this  appli- 
cation is  to  enable  the  defendant  to  go  down  to  trial,  knowing  the  case  which 
he  is  to  meet;  and  to  prevent  him  from  being  taken  by  surprise." 

The  court  directed  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  a  statement  of  the  occasions  on 
which  the  words  were  spoken,  but  not  of  the  names,  descriptions,  and 
addresses  of  the  ptrsone  present. 

The  power  of  the  court  under  section  158  is  without  limitation.  The 
court  may  in  all  cases  order  a  bill  of  particulars  of  the  claim  of  either  party  to 
be  furnished.  This  language  is  broad  enough  to  cover  this  case,  and  the  rea- 
son for  the  rule,  which  has  obtained  in  our  State  in  criminal  actions  and 
actions  for  divorce,  applies  with  equal  force  to  an  action  for  crim.  eon.  We 
are  justified  in  saying  that  it  applies  with  greater  force  in  the  case  at  bar,  for 
the  effect  of  a  verdict  against  the  defendant  is  practically  to  stamp  as  an 
adulterer  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  action,  and  therefcre  unable  to  make 
any  defense  in  court.  ' 

We  think  the  effect  of  this  section  is  to  incorporate  into  our  practice  the 
most  liberal  rules  which  have  prevailed  in  other  countries  and  states  which 
recognize  with  us  the  common  law  in  so  far  as  such  rules'  tend  to  bring  about 
the  more  perfect  administration  of  justice. 

To  recapitulate  the  conclusions  to  which  we  have  come  : 

1.  The  precise  nature  of  the  charge  being  apparent  in  the  complaint,  the 
defendant  could  not  obtain  the  particulars  sought  under  the  provision  of 
section  160. 

2.  The  court  below  had  power  under  section  158,  to  order  the  particulars 
asked  for  by  the  defendant  to  the  extent  of  compelling  the  plaintiff  to  desig- 
nate with  all  possible  particularity  the  times  and  occasions  when  the  guilty 
acts  were  committed,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  the  information 
from  che  confessions  of  the  defendant  or  otherwise. 

3.  That  the  discretion  given  to  the  court  to  order  such  bill  of  particulars, 
is  a  legal  discretion  to  be  exercised  according  to  the  well-established  rules 
and  practice  of  the  court ;  and  lastly, 

That  the  order  appealed  from  should  be  reversed ;  without  costs,  however, 
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ORDER. 


The  following  order  was  accordingly  entered : 


At  a  General  Term  of  the  City  Court  of  Brooklyn,  held  at  the  Coart 
House,  City  of  Brooklyn,  on  the  19th  day  of  November,  1874. 


Present, — 


Hon.  Geo.  G.  Retkoldb,   )  jj 
**     Alexander  McCue,  j 


[Title  of  eau9e,^ 

The  appeal  from  the  order  entered  in  this  action  on  the  fifth  day  of 
NoTember,  1874,  denying  the  defendant's  application  to  compel  the  plaintiff 
"to  deliver  to  the  defendant's  attorneys  a  statement  in  writing  of  the  par- 
ticular times  and  places  at  which  the  plaintiff*  expects  or  intends  to  prove 
that  an  act  of  adultery  or  criminal  intercourse  took  place  between  the 
defendant  and  the  wife  of  plaintiff,  and  of  the  particular  times  and  places  at 
which  he  eipects  or  intends  to  prove  that  the  defendant  confessed  any  such 
act  of  adultery  or  criminal  intercourse,"  having  been  heard  at  the  General 
Term, 

It  is  now,  on  motion  of  Morris  &  Pearsall,  attorneys  for  the  plaintiff  and 
respondent,  after  hearing  Thomas  G.  Shearman,  Esq.,  for  the  appellant,  and 
Samuel  D.  Morris,  Esq.,  and  William  A.  Beach,  Esq.,  for  the  respondent, 

Ordered^  Tnat  the  said  order  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  in  ail  respects 
affirmed,  with  costs. 

Enter,  G.  G.  R 

(A  copy.)  Stbfhibn  J.  Colahan,  Olerk. 
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From  the  order  of  the  General  Term,  defendant  appealed,  and  filed  the 
following  notice  of  appeal  and  undertaking : 

[Title  of  the  cause.] 

Gkntk  :  Please  take  notice  that  the  defendant  hereby  appeals  to  the 
Court  of  Appeals  from  the  order  of  the  General  Term  of  this  Court,  made 
herein  on  the  19th  day  of  November,  instant,  and  entered  herein  on  the  20tb 
day  of  November,  instant,  affirming  the  order  of  the  Special  Term,  made 
herein,  on  the  80th  day  of  October,  1874,  and  entered  herein  on  the  6th  day 

*Tlie  pfoeeedlagn  ia  the  Appelltte  Court  are  inserted  in  their  connection  here  on  Account 
of  the  imp  >rtance  of  the  queptlone  involved,  and  because  of  their  neceisity  to  an  nndersiandisg 
of  ihtt  tobeeqneDt  proceed!  nya  in  this  court. 
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of  November,  1874,  denying  defendant's  motion  for  a  bill  of  particalars,  and 
from  every  part  thereof. 

Yours,  &c.,  Shbakman  &  Sterling,  Defendant »  AttotTieyi^ 
To  8.  J.  CoLAHAN,  Cl^k  of  the  City  Court  of  Brooklyn, 
Morris  &  Pearsall,  Plaintiff^a  Attorneys, 


I  Title  of  cause.] 

Whereas  on  the  19th  day  of  November,  1874,  in  the  City  Court  of 
Brookljm,  an  order  was  made  by  the  General  Term  thereof  affirming  the  order 
made  at  Special  Term  on  the  80th  day  of  October,  1874,  denying  defendant's 
application  for  a  bill  of  particulars;  and  the  above  named  appellant  feeling 
aggrieved  thereby  intends  to  appeal  therefrom  to  the  Court  of  Appeals. 
Now,  therefore,  Elmer  H.  Garbutt,  of  No.  161  St.  James  place,  in  the  city  of 
Brooklyn,  and  S.  V.  White,  of  No,  210  Columbia  Heights,  in  the  city  of 
Brooklyn,  do  hereby,  pursuant  to  the  statute  in  such  cases  made  and  pro- 
vided, undertake  that  the  said  appellant  will  pay  all  costs  and  damages  which 
may  be  awarded  against  him  on  said  appeal,  not  exceeding  five  hundred 
dollars. 

Dated  New  York,  Nov.  21,  1874.  Elmer  H.  Garbutt. 

B.  V.  Whitb. 


City  and  County  of  New  Torh^  ss.  :  Elmer  H.  Gfirbutt,  one  of  the  subscrib- 
ers to  the  foregoing  undertaking,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  be  is  a  resident 
and  house-holder  within  this  state,  and  Is  worth  the  sum  of  one  thousand 
dollars  over  all  his  debts  and  liabilities,  and  exclusive  of  property  exempt  by 
law  from  execution.  Elmer  H.  Garbutt. 

Sworn  to  before  me  this  21st  day  of  November,  1874. 

Olin  J.  Clauson,  Notary  Public^  New  York  County, 


City  and  County  of  New  Torhy  ss. :  S.  V.  White,  one  of  the  subscribers  to 
the  foregoing  undertaking,  being  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  a  resident  and 
freeholder  within  this  State,  and  is  worth  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars 
over  all  his  liabilities,  and  exclusive  of  property  exempt  by  law  from 
execution.  S.  Y.  Whitb. 

Sworn  to  before  me  this  21st  day  of  November,  1874. 

Olik  J.  Claubon,  Notary  Public,  New  York  Ooujiiy. 
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Abguxbnt  before  the  Court  of  Appeals,  December  Ist,  1874. 

Mr,  Etarts  (with  whom  were  Mr,  Shearman  and  SamurJ  Hand)  for  the 
appellant^  argued  the  following  points : 

I.  The  order  of  the  General  Term  is  appealable  to  this  court.  1.  The 
order  of  the  Special  Term  was  expressly  based  upon  the  alleged  want  of  power 
in  the  court  to  grant  the  defendant's  motion.  Nor  is  this  qualified,  in  any 
material  degree,  by  the  words  **and  on  the  other  grounds  stated."  These 
other  gronnds  are  not  reasons  of  mere  discretion.  The  decision  was  made,  as 
appears  from  the  opinion  of  Judge  Neilson,  on  the  theory,  first,  that  section 
158  of  the  Code  was  the  sole  source  of  authority  to  the  court,  and  that  the 
Code  did  not  give  the  conrt  power  to  order  particulars  in  such  a  case  as  this; 
and  second,  that  the  practice  of  the  courts  prior  to  the  Code,  established  no 
precedent  which  would  justify  an  order  for  particulars  ip  t\\\»  case,  even  if 
the  Code  were  out  of  the  way.  Now  the  non-existence  of  any  practice  which 
would  by  analogy  justify  the  order  demanded  by  the  defendant,  would  have 
established  the  want  of  rightful  power  in  the  court  as  effectually  as  the 
omission  of  such  an  authority  from  a  statute  creating  a  court  of  special  juris- 
diction. The  courts  have  no  such  discretion  as  entitles  them  to  invent  an 
absolutely  new  practice  for  use  in  old  and  [familiar  proceedings.  And  Judge 
Neilson's  decision  proceeded  entirely  upon  the  ground  that  an  order  for 
particulars  in  this  case  would  be  just  such  an  abuse  of  discretion  as  this. 
Mark  his  words.  He  does  not  say  that  to  grant  the  motion  would  be  merely 
'*  unwise  "  or  **  indiscreet."  He  says  it  would  be  *'  reprehensible,"  as  a  serious 
and  dangerous  innovation.  This  is  not  the  language  of  a  Judge  who  simply 
exercised  an  acknowledged  discretion,  denying  the  motion  because  of  some 
peculiar  facts  or  absence  of  fact  which  might  exist  or  not  exi^t  in  another 
action  of  the  same  nature.  It  is  the  language  of  a  Judge  who  thinks  that  he 
is  restrained  by  the  law  from  granting  the  relief  asked.  2.  The  General  Term 
Judges  being  equally  divided,  the  order  of  afiSrmance  was  purely  formal,  and 
their  opinions  must  be  laid  out  of  the  case.  The  fact  that  Judge  Reynolds 
thought  that  the  bill  of  particulars  should  be  denied  on  discretionary  grounds 
is  wholly  immaterial,  because  Judge  McCue  thought  otherwise,  and  the 
divided  court  had  no  power  to  alter  the  decision  of  Judge  Neilbon,  either  in 
form,  substance,  or  motive.  That  decision,  by  the  very  terms  of  the  order, 
stands  **  in  all  respects  afiSrmed."  8.  The  order  below  is  therefore  made  upon 
a  matter  of  practice,  **not  involving  any  discretion,"  and  it  afiects  one  of 
the  most  **  substantial  rights  "  which  can  be  involved  in  any  question  of 
practice.  Code  sec,  11;  Bussell  v.  Conn  (20  N.  Y.  81);  People  v.  Central  R, 
B.  Co,  (29  N.  Y.  418);  Beach  v.  Chamberlain  (8  Wend.  366). 

n.  At  common  law,  the  court  has  power  to  order  a  bill  of  particulars  in 

any  action,  without  regard  to  its  nature,  subject,  or  form.      This  power  is 

independent  of  statute:  it  is  incident  to  the  general  administration  of  justice. 

1  Phillips  on  Evidence,  799;  Commonwealth  v.  Snellin(/(15  Pick.  821);  Ilanooek** 

Appeal  {6i  Penn.  St.  470) ;  E%rly  v.  Smith  (12  Irish  C.  L.  Appendix  xxxv.) ;  see 

Wren  v.  Weild  (Law  Rep.  4  Q.  B.  218).     1.  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in  a  leading 

on  the  subject,  said  that  the  court  had  power,  in  any  and  everj  action, 
I.— 6 
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whether  civil  or  criminal,  to  require  particulars  of  the  claim  or  defense  to 
be  furnished ;  and  that  wherever  justice  could  not  be  done  on  the  trial  with- 
out the  information  to  be  obtained  by  means  of  a  specification  or  bill  of 
particulars,  the  court  had  power  to  direct  such  information  to  be  reasonably 
furnished,  and  to  require  the  proof,  upon  the  trial,  to  be  confined  to  the 
particulars  specified.  And  in  that  case  a  bill  of  particulars  was  required 
upon  an  indictment  for  libeL  Commonwealth  v.  Snelling  (15  Pick.  321).  2. 
The  rule  of  common  law  was  that  particulars  might  be  obtained  in  any  case 
where,  from  the  generality  of  the  pleadings,  the  parties  could  not  otherwise 
come  prepared  for  trial.  Tidd*9  Practice^  526;  Viseher  v.  Conant  (4  Cow. 
896). 

in.  The  Code  of  Procedure  does  not  diminish  the  power  which  the  court 
had,  at  common  law,  to  order  a  bill  of  particulars,  but  rather  enlarges  that 
power.  1.  The  Code  provides  that  the  court  may  in  all  eases  order  a  bill  of 
particulars  to  be  furnished  by  either  party.  Godt,  section  158.  2.  This 
language  does  not  relate  merely  to  items  of  account.  On  the  coptrary,  this 
clause  was  inserted  by  amendment  in  1851,  for  the  very  purpose  of  enabling 
particulars  to  be  obtained  in  actions  where  there  was  no  atxount,  and  removing 
any  doubt  that  might  have  existed  as  to  the  continuance  of  the  practice  of 
ordering  bills  of  particulars,  3.  But  in  addition  to  this  express  provision  the 
Code  provided  that  the  former  practice  of  the  courts  in  civil  actions,  so  far  as 
consistent  with  the  Code  itself,  should  continue  in  force.  Code^  section  469. 
4.  The  practice  prevailing  before  the  Code  respecting  bills  of  particulars  is 
therefore  entirely  applicable  to  proceedings  under  the  Code.  This  is  settled 
by  a  recent  decision  of  this  court  in  a  divorce  suit,  holding  that  the  powers 
of  the  courts  were  not  restricted  by  the  Code,  except  by  express  language. 

IV.  Some  general  and  vague  language  in  recent  treatises  on  practice  (one 
of  which  was  quoted  by  the  Judge,  in  his  opinion  at  Special  Term),  may 
seem  to  throw  doubt  upon  the  propriet^i^of  a  motion  for  a  bill  of  particulars 
on  an  action  upon  a  tort.  But  this  is  an  error,  arising  partly  from  inadequacy 
of  research  upon  the  part  of  the  authors,  and  partly  from  a  misrepresentation 
of  what  they  have  said.  It  is  never  safe  to  adopt  any  such  general  language 
as  an  absolute  guide.  It  is  always  necessary  to  go  to  the  fountains  of  law 
and  to  examine  the  cases  in  the  reports  in  order  to  find  what  was  actually 
decided,  and  avoid  being  misled  by  mere  hasty  expressions  of  opinion.  Upon 
such  examination  it  will  be  found  that  bills  of  particulars  have  been  repeatedly 
ordered  in  actions  of  tort,  after  mature  consideration  by  the  court,  and  that 
not  only  in  the  English  courts,  from  which  we  derive  our  practice  on  this 
subject,  but  also  in  the  courts  of  this  and  other  states.  Reserving  for  the 
present  the  consideration  of  actions  for  divorce  and  for  crim.  con.^  it  will  be 
found  that  bills  of  particulars  have  been  orden^d  in  the  following  actions  of 
tort:  1.  In  a  civil  action  for  libel.  Jones  v.  Bewicke  (Law  Rep.  5  C.  P.  32). 
(Reversing  the  ruling  of  Cleasby^  J9.,  at  Chambers.)  2.  In  a  criminal  indict- 
ment for  libel.  Commonwealth  v.  Snelling  (15  Pick.  821).  3.  In  an  action  for 
slander.  Earli/Y,  Smith  (12  Irish  C.  L.  Appendix  xxxv.).  4.  In  an  action  for 
slander  of  title.  Wren  y.  Weild  (Law  Rep.  4  Q.  B.  213).  5.  In  a  writ  of 
dower.     Vucher  y.  Conant  (4  Cow.  396).    6.  In  an  action  of  ejectment.     2 
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Bwrrm  Pr.  331 ;  Doe  v.  PhUUpB  (6  T.  R.  597) ;  Doe  v.  Broa/I  (2  Scott  N.  R. 
685).  7.  In  an  action  of  trover,  to  give  particulars  of  the  articles  in  question. 
Humphrey  v.  Cottleyou  (4  Cow.  54).  8.  In  an  action  of  trespass  on  land,  to 
describe  the  hcue  in  quo,  Kirwin  v.  Jones  (8  Hodges,  230) ;  see  also,  Johnson 
T.  Birley  (5  Barn.  &  Aid.  540).  9.  In  an  action  for  escape.  Davis  v.  Chap- 
man  (6  Ad.  &  El.  767) ;   Wehster  v.  Jones  (7  Dowl.  &  R.  774). 

y.  If  it  were  possible  that  the  court  had  not  power,  or  would  not  exercise 
the  power,  to  order  a  bill  of  particulars  in  a  civil  action  of  tort,  a/ortiori^ 
particulars  could  not  be  ordered  in  criminal  proceedings.  But  we  have 
already  shown  that  particulars  are  ordered  in  such  cases:  a  point  which  we 
can  further  illustrate.  1.  Particulars  were  ordered  in  a  prosecution  for 
embezzlement.  Rex  v.  Hodgson  (8  Can*.  &  P.  442) ;  Rex  v.  Bootynum  (5  Id. 
800).  2.  So  on  an  indictment  for  nuisance,  particulars  were  ordered  of  the 
separate  acts  of  nuisance  which  the  prosecutor  intended  to  prove.  Rex  y. 
Curwood  (3  Ad.  &  El.  815);  Re^na  v.  Flower  (3  Jurist,  558).  3.  So  on 
an  indictment  for  being  a  common  seller  of  liquor,  particulars  were  ordered 
of  the  names  of  persons  to  whom  liquor  was  sold.  Commonwealth  v.  Giles  (1 
Glray,  466).  4.  On  an  indictment  for  being  a  common  barrator,  where  the 
gist  of  the  offense  is  not  in  a  single'  act,  but  in  a  course  of  conduct,  defendant 
is  entitled  to  particulars.  Hawkins  P,  C,  B,  1  c.  83,  §  13 ;  Qoddard  v.  Smith 
(6  Modem,  261);  Commonwealth  v.  Davis  (11  Pick.  482);  see  Lambert  v. 
People  (9  Cow.  578,  587).  5.  We  have  already  mentioned  that  the  defendant 
in  a  criminal  prosecution  for  libel  has  been  required  to  give  particulars  of  his 
intended  justification.  Commonwealth  v.  Snelling  (15  Pick.  321).  6.  In  the 
U.  S.  Circuit  Court  (Southern  Dist.)  it  is  the  uniform  practice  to  order  bills 
of  particulars  in  prosecutions  for  turning  out  barrels  of  spirits  without  pay- 
ment of  tax. 

YI.  Although  there  is  no  direct  precedent  reported  in  this  state  of  an 
order  for  a  bill  of  particulars  in  an  action  for  criminal  conversation,  or  for 
divorce,  yet  there  are  express  precedents  in  England  and  iu  other  states  of 
this  Union  where  the  common  law  prevails  ;  and  there  arc  plain  indications 
in  the  decisions  of  our  own  courts  that  it  is  the  policy  of  the  law,  here  as 
elsewhere,  to  give  the  defendants  in  such  actions  the  benefit  of  precision  and 
particularity  in  the  charges  brought  against  them.  1.  In  England,  since  the 
Statute  of  1858  (20  &  21  Vic,  c.  85),  actions  to  recover  damages  for  criminal 
conversation  must  be  brought  in  the  Divorce  Court,  and  in  conjunction  with 
a  petition  for  divorce,  the  wife  and  the  alleged  paramour  being  joined  as 
co-respondents,  the  trial  being  had  before  a  jury,  and  damages  being 
recoverable  as  under  the  old  practice,  though  the  husband  is  not  allowed  to 
put  them  in  his  pocket,  but  they  are  disposed  of  by  the  court,  and  generally 
invested  for  the  support  of  the  wife  and  children.  In  such  proceedings  it 
has  been  repeatedly  adjudged  by  the  English  Court  of  Divorce  that  the 
alleged  paramour  is  entitled  to  a  bill  of  particulars  when  more  than  one  act  ^ 
of  adultery  is  alleged.  Banerojt  v.  Bancroft  (8  Swab.  &  T.  610);  Higgs  v.  ^ 
Higg%  (11  Weekly  Rep.  154)  ;  see  Sanderson  v.  Sanderson  (20  Id.  261)  ;  Cod- 
rington  t.  Codrington  (8  Swab.  &  T.  868) ;  Hunt  v.  Hunt  (2  Id.  574) ;  see  also 
JWter  T.  PUfrter  (8  Id.  596).     2.  The  right  of  the  defendant  in  a  divorce  suit 
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to  demand  a  bill  of  particulars  of  the  persons,  times,  and  places  in  a  charge 
of  adultery,  and  of  periods  of  times  in  a  charge  of  cruelty,  has  been  repeat- 
edly affirmed  by  the  courts.  Winscom  v.  Witiseom  (3  Swab.  &  T.  380);  Grafton 
V.  Grafton  (28  Law  Times,  N.  S.  144)  ;  Sanderson  v.  Sanderson  (25  Id.  857) 
Brotcn  v,  Brovon  (Law  Rep.  1  P.  &  D.  461) ;  Adams  v.  Adams  (IG  Pick.  254) 
M^ttJ  V.  Shaw  (2  Swab.  &  T.  642) ;  Greaves  v.  Greaves  (L.  R.  2  Pr.  &  D.  423) 
Lattmr  v.  Latovr  (2  Swab.  &T.);  Gray  y.  Gray  (Id.  554);  Ilulse  v.  Hulse 
(L.  R.  2P.  &D.  259);  Steele  v.  Steele  (1  D«ll.  409);  Garrat  v.  Garrat  (4 
Yeatea,  244) ;  HaucocJc*s  Appeal  (64  Penn.  St.  470) ;  and  see  Gardner  v.  Gard- 
ner (2  Gray  [Ma«s.],  434) ;  see  also  Harrii  gton  v.  Harrington  (107  Mass.  329). 
3.  The  same  object  was  secured  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  this  State  on 
the  framing  of  issues  in  divorce  suits,  if  full  particulars  were  not  given  in 
the  bill.*  See  Wood  v.  Wood  (2  Paige,  108,  112).  4.  The  rules  and  practice 
of  the  Supreme  Court  still  require  specific  allegations  of  time  and  place  in 
actions  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  and  the  plaintiff  is  confined 
to  these  allegations  upon  the  trial.  Anon,  (17  Abb.  Pr.  48).  5.  The  action 
of  crim.  con,  has  always  been,  and  still  is,  treated  as  one  partaking  more  of  a 
criminal  than  a  civil  character;  and  the  pluintiff  has  been  held  to  stricter 
proof  than  is  demanded  in  ordinary  civil  actions.  The  same  proof  of 
marriage  mubt  be  given  in  this  action  which  is  required  in  a  prosecuion  for 
bigamy:  and  evidence  which  would  abundantly  suffice  in  any  ordinary  civil 
proceeding,  where  the  fact  of  marriage  came  in  question,  is  inadmissible  in 
an  action  of  crim.  con.  or  divorce.  2  Greenl.  Ev.  §  461 ;  Bishop  on  Mar.  and 
J)iv.  $  315 ;  Morris  v.  Miller  (4  Burr.  2057) ;  Bann  v.  Kingdom  (1  N.  Y.  Su- 
preme, 492). 

VIL  This  is  pre-eminently  a  case  in  which  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  par- 
ticulars of  the  charges  to  be  brought  against  him.  In  actions  for  divorce, 
which  are  of  a  very  similar  nature,  and  for  reasons  which  apply  fully  to  this 
case,  the  courts  uniformly  require  a  particular  and  specific  statement  of  the 
wrongful  acts  intended  to  be  proved.  Without  some  such  precaution  the 
defendant  may  easily  be  surprised  at  the  trial  by  false  witnesses,  or  even  by 
witnesses  laboring  under  a  mistaken  impression,  charging  him  with  being 
present  at  suspicious  places  which  he  never  visited ;  and  he  would  be  unpro- 
tected save  by  his  own  unsupported  denial.  Every  judge  well  knows  that  in 
actions  of  this  kind,  the  danger  of  trumped-up  testimony  is  immense.  There 
are  numberless  precedents  of  false  and  manufactured  testimony  in  this  class 
of  actions  which  aie  reported  in  the  books;  but  what  are  these  to  the  vast 
number  which  go  unreported  ?  There  is  absolutely  no  class  of  cases  in 
which  the  danger  from  perjured  testimony  of  witnesses  pretending  to  see  the 
parties  under  guilty  circumstances,  in  strange  and  solitary  places,  is  so  great 
as  in  actions  for  divorce  and  \ot  crim.  con.  But  divorce  suits  are  generally 
tried  by  referees,  who  give  almost  unlimited  time  for  the  detection  and 
exposure  of  fraudulent  evidence.     Actions  of  crim.  con.  are  always  tried  by  a 

*  The  practice  of  bills  of  particnlars  wa9  not  adopted  in  Chancery,  because  there  was  no 
Jury,  and  witoenses  v^xre  examined  out  of  coart,  at  leifare.  so  that  there  was  no  chance  for 
f>nrp*i8e.  Cornt-il  v.  Bostuicl  (3  Palg.^,  162).  But  where,  as  in  divorce  suits,  special  is&acs  were 
triod  hj  jury,  surpri^  was  goar4ed  against  by  pirtlcnlars  in  the  Usues. 
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jury,  and  usually  proceed  coutinuously  and  rapidly.    The  danger  of  false 
testimony  is,  in  such  ease?,  therefore  greatly  enhanced 

Vni.  It  can  not  be  objected  that  the  matters  of  which  particulars  are 
sought  are  more  within  the  defendant's  knowledge  than  in  the  plaintiff^s.  1. 
This  objection,  if  it  had  any  validity,  might  have  been  raised  and  enforced  in 
tlie  various  actions  for  divorce,  and  in  the  nature  of  cnm.  earn.,  which  we  have 
already  cited,  and  in  which  particulars  were  invariably  ordered.  Unqaes* 
tirmably  that  objection  was  duly  considered  and  overruled  in  those  cases, 
up<in  the  very  ground  already  referred  to,  viz.,  the  danger  of  maufactured 
evidence  in  such  controversies.  In  Wood  v.  Wood  (2  Paige,  113),  this  objec- 
tion was  raised  and  overruled,  the  Chancellor  saying  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
right  to  make  such  a  charge,  if  he  was  entirely  ignorant  of  particulars.  2. 
But  in  the  present  case,  the  plaintiff  has  full  knowledge  of  these  particulars, 
and  has  boastingly  published  to  the  world  his  possession  of  that  knowledge. 
He  does  not  pretend  to  have  forgotten  these  particulars ;  upon  the  contrary, 
he  expressly  says  that  he  withholds  them  for  the  present.  What  could  be  his 
motive  for  thus  withholding  them  ?  His  pretense  of  delicacy  is  absurd.  He 
ha9  had  no  delicacy  about  dragging  his  wife  through  the  mire  and  mud  of  this 
wicked  charge.  He  has  had  no  delicacy  about  exposing  to  the  public  the 
wounds  of  his  bleeding  heart,  and  the  anguish  of  the  home  which  he  him- 
self has  deliberately  shattered.  Why,  then,  is  he  suddenly  struck  with  a 
sense  of  delicacy  when  he  comes  to  a  mere  question  of  dates  and  places? 
Charges  of  adultery,  of  debauchery,  of  criminal  intercourse  repeated  and  pro- 
longed, he  has  not  the  slightest  hesitation  in  throwing  at  his  wife.  He  is  not 
even  restrained  by  his  sense  of  delicacy  from  raising  a  question  as  to  the 
legitimacy  of  a  child  which  he  has  always  acknowlcdired  as  his  own,  and 
still  acknowledges.  Nor  does  his  sense  of  delicacy  require  him  to  say,  in  his 
published  statement,  what  conclusion  he  reached  as  to  the  legitimacy  of  this 
child.  But  when  it  comes  to  the  simple  duty  of  specifying  the  times  and 
places,  his  long-suppressed  delicacy  revolts,  and  he  ^^can  not  hring  himself  ^^ 
to  do  it.  Is  it  not  obvious  that  his  real  motive  is  thus  to  advertise  for 
evidence,  and  to  prepare  himself  to  match  the  testimony  of  perjured  witnesses 
with  his  own  declarations  as  to  pretended  confessions,  corresponding  to  that 
testimony  ?  3.  The  very  innocence  of  the  defendant  makes  the  want  of 
particulars  a  trap  for  him.  If  he  were  guilty,  he  would  know  the  times  and 
places.  But  being  innocent,  it  is  impossible  for  him  to  know  them,  or  to 
guess  what  dates  may  be  assigned.  As  was  well  said  by  Senator  Spencer,  in 
deciding  a  similar  question :  **  How  are  they  to  prepare  for  their  defense  %  It 
would  be  in  vain  that  they  should  ransack  their  memories;  for  an  innocent 
man  would  be  the  least  likely  to  suspect  the  transaction  for  which  he  is  to  be 
implicated."    Lambert  v.  People  (9  Cow.  578,  592). 

IX.  It  may  be  objected  that  the  defendant  should  y^o  to  trial,  and  rely  on 
his  right  to  object  to  any  evidence  of  acts,  not  specifically  stated  with  times 
mud  places,  in  the  complaint.  Probably  such  an  objection  might  be  held 
good  on  the  trial,  but  the  defendant  ought  not  to  be  required  to  take  tha< 
risk.  1.  The  question  is  doubtful ;  th^re  are  one  or  two  cases  w  hich  hold, 
that  in  an  action  of  this  nature,  if  a  bill  of  particulars  is  not  demanded,  the 
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defendant  is  precluded  from  objecting  at  the  trial,  to  any  range  of  proof.  See 
Hancock's  Appeal  (64  Penn.  St.  470).  2.  Even  if  the  decided  weight  of 
authority  were  to  the  contrary,  yet  tlie  defendant  should  not  be  compelled  to 
raise  the  objection  for  the  first  time  at  the  trial,  and  have  the  question 
disputed  before  the  jury,  he  being  subjected  to  all  the  suspicion  which  might 
arise  in  their  minds  from  his  efifort  to  narrow  the  issues,  while  in  fact  he  is 
ready  and  willing  to  meet  all  issues  of  which  he  receives  fair  notice.  8.  The 
defendant  is  entitled  to  vindicate  his  character  in  this  action,  and  to  meet  at 
once  all  charges  and  imputations  which  the  plaintiff  may  hold  or  pretend  to 
hold  in  reserve. 

X.  The  defendant  was  right  in  applying  for  a  bill  of  particulars,  instead 
of  moving  to  make  the  complaint  more  definite  and  certain.  The  latter 
proceeding  would  not  have  been  an  appropriate  or  efficient  remedy.  1.  The 
cx>mplaint  was  not  indefinite  nor  uncertain,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Code 
upon  that  subject.  The  complaint  showed  *^  the  precise  nature  of  the  plain- 
tiff's claim. '^  The  Code  does  not  require  that  the  particulars  of  the  plaintiff's 
claim  shall  be  stated  in  the  complaint,  but  only  its  precise  nature.  What  the 
defendant  needs  to  know  is  exactly  that  which  is  provided  for  by  the  common- 
law  practice  of  requiring  a  bill  of  particulars.  The  defendant  needs  to  knovr, 
not  the  ultimate  facts,  but  the  evidence  by  which  it  is  proposed  to  establish 
facts,  and,  as  was  said  by  Chief  Justice  Sayaob,  *^  the  proper  function  of  a 
bill  of  particulars  is  to  apprise  the  party  of  the  evidence  which  is  to  be  offered, 
so  that  there  can  be  no  mistake  as  to  the  preparation  to  be  made  to  resist  the 
claim."  Smith  v.  Hicks  (5  Wend.  48) ;  see  also  Matth&uDB  v.  Hubbard  (47  N.  Y. 
478).  Kreiss  v.  Seligman  (8  Barb.  439 ;  5  How.  Pr.  480).  2.  This  is  not  a 
question  of  pleading^  but  of  orderly  preparation  for  the  trial.  -  The  pleading 
was  well  enough  for  its  proper  purposes.  It  might  have  been  unjust  to 
require  more  particularity  from  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  serving  his 
complaint.  But  he  has  now  declared  himself  ready  for  trial,  and  is  therefore 
fully  prepared  to  give  particulars.  8.  Accordingly,  it  has  been  held  in 
English  cases,  precisely  like  this,  where  the  complaint  alleged  one  act  of 
adultery  with  specific  circumstances,  and  several  others  without  the  same 
particularity,  that  a  bill  of  particulars  was  not  merely  the  proper,  but  was  the 
€fidy  remedy ;  and  in  that  case  a  motion  to  require  the  pleading  to  be  made 
more  definite  and  certain  by  stating  the  dates  of  the  subsequent  acts,  was 
denied  upon  this  express  ground.  And  this  is  an  important  decision,  because 
the  practice  in  the  English  courts  is  now  almost  precisely  similar  to  our  own. 
Hunt  v.  Hunt  and  Duke  (2  Swab.  &  T.  574) ;  Oreen  v.  Green  (33  Law  Jour. 
[Mat.]  88) ;  to  same  effect  Leete  v.  Leete  (2  Swab.  &  T.  568) ;  Suggate  v.  Suggat^ 
(1  Id.  489).  4.  A  motion  to  make  the  complaint  more  definite  would  not 
only  have  been  inappropriate,  but  utterly  ineffectual  for  the  defendant's  pur- 
pone,  and  would  not  have  given  him  any  of  that  protection  against  surprise 
which  he  has  a  ri^ht  to  claim.  If  the  complaint  had  been  ever  so  explicit  in 
its  averments  of  time  and  place,  the  plaintiff  might,  nevertheless,  have  intro- 
duced evidence  of  different  times  and  places,  for  the  court  could  not  have 
accompanied  the  order  to  make  the  complaint  more  definite  with  an  order 
precluding  the  plaintiff  from  giving  testimony  of  acts  occurring  at  other  d  tes. 
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Soch  hD  order  the  court  has  power  to  make  when,  a  hiU  of  particular*  U 
fumUhed  ;  but  there  is  no  precedent,  and  no  warrant,  for  a  like  order  upon  a 
mere  motion  for  a  correction  of  the  complaint.  It  is  true,  that  the  defendant 
may  raise  the  question  of  surprise  at  the  trial,  but  even  if  his  application  for 
a  postponement  is  granted  upon  that  ground,  he  would  be  subject  to  the 
disadTantage  of  having  to  try  his  cause  piece- meal.  What  his  counsel  desire 
for  him  is  to  know,  shortly  be/ore  the  cvmmencement  of  the  trials  precisely 
what -allegations  he  is  to  meet,  and  then,  having  begun  the  trial,  to  go 
through  with  it  to  the  end.  5.  The  defendant  is  a  clergyman  of  world-wide 
fame  and  reputation.  It  was  incumbent  upon  him,  not  for  mere  reasons  of 
practice  in  this  court,  but  for  reasons  connected  with  his  public  name  and 
fame,  to  meet  the  charge  of  the  complaint  promptly,  fully,  and  squarely.  A 
general  charge  of  criminal  intercourse  was  made  against  him,  and  he  was 
entitled  to  deny  that  fully,  without  reference  to  dates  or  places;  and  this  he 
did,  going  even  beyond  the  ordinary  language  of  a  general  denial,  so  as  to 
avoid  any  possible  pretense  that  he  sought  to  evade  by  reference  to  dates,  and 
asserted  in  the  most  sweeping  language  that  he  never,  at  any  time  or  at  any 
place,  committed  any  of  the  acts  charged  against  him.  If  he  had  moved  for 
an  amendment  of  the  complaint  narrowing  the  issue,  it  might  have  been 
treated  aa  signitic^Bt  evidence  of  his  unwillingness  to  deny  under  oath  the 
w^hole  broad  charge.  That  he  has  now  done ;  and  he  is  not  now  seeking  to 
narrow  the  issue,  but  simply  to  know  what  the  issue  is,  and  what  charges  he 
must  meet,  not  only  with  his  own  oath,  but  with  confirmatory  evidence.  For 
the  purpose  of  raising  an  issue  for  trial,  his  own  oath  was  conclusive ;  but  for 
the  purpose  of  deciding  the  issue  when  raised,  he  must  support  his  own  oath 
by  further  testimony ;  and  this  it  is  impossible  for  him  to  do  unless  he  has 
reasonable  notice  of  the  specific  charges  which  he  must  meet. 

XL  The  application  was  not  made  out  of  season,  and  was  not  and  could 
not  be  denied  on  that  ground.  No  doubt  a  good  reason  must  be  shown  for 
an  application  made  after  issue  joined ;  but  sufficient  reason  is  shown  in  this 
case.  To  have  demanded  a  bill  of  particulars  before  answering  would  have 
subjected  the  defendant  to  the  same  imputation  upon  his  character  and 
courage  which  would  have  been  the  consequence  of  a  motion  to  make  the 
conoplaint  more  definite  and  certain.  Such  an  application  would  have  neces- 
isarily  delayed  his  answer.  It  would  not  in  any  degree  have  been  necessary  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  answer,  because  he  knew  very  well  that  he 
had  never  been  guilty,  at  any  time  or  any  place,  of  the  acts  alleged ;  and  it 
would  have  seemed  an  act  of  bad  faith  on  his  part  toward  the  court  to  ask 
for  an  extension  of  time  to  answer  while  a  bill  of  particulars  was  being 
famished,  when  his  answer  would  have  been  in  exactly  the  same  form  wttk- 
out  particulars  as  mth  them.  It  was  n<it  for  the  purpose  of  pleading  that 
the  defendant  needed  particulars,  it  was  for  the  purpose  of  preparing  fot 
trial;  and  it  is  not  right  or  proper  that  an  application  solely  for  the  latter 
parpo«(e  should  be  made  before  pleading.  This  doctrine  is  uniformly  recog- 
nized in  applications  for  discovery  of  documents  ( Thompson  v.  Erie  H.  Co,  9 
Abb.  N.  8.,  830;,  and  has  recently  been  recognized  by  the  Convention  of 
Judges  respecting   the  examination  of  parties  before  trial  (Rule  21),  and 
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neither  proceeding  is  allowed  to  be  bad  before  pleading  without  showing 
specially  that  it  i»  needed  for  that  purpose,  and  not  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
meeting  the  trial  of  the  issues.  And  there  is  no  doubt  that  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars may  be  ordered  after  issue.     Yates  v.  Bigehio  (9  How.  Pr.  186). 

XII.  With  all  respect  to  the  learned  Judge  at  Special  Term,  we  submit 
that  his  opinion  was  based  upon  misapprehension,  at  least  so  far  as  regards 
that  part  of  it  which  deals  with  the  application  for  particulars  as  to  the  times 
at  which  the  plaiutifT  intends  to  prove  that  the  alleged  wrongful  acts  took 
place.     1.  The  opinion  shows  that  the  complaint  was  in  proper  form  and  was 
well  pleaded,  thus  disposing  of  the  objection  that  we  ought  to  have  moved  to. 
make  the  c^mpluiot  more  definite;  and  in  this  view  we  entirely  concur.     2. 
The  opinion  next  suggests  that  courts  of  law  derive  all  their  authority  to 
require  bills  of  particulars  from  legislative  directions,  and  compares  such 
proceedings  with  an  application  for  the  inspection  of  documents.     But  this 
is  not  correct.     The  power  to  order  a  bill  of  particulars  was  not  derived  from 
statute,  but  was  a  power  always  inherent  in  the  court.     3.  The  citation  from 
a  treatise  on  practice,  prepared  by  one  of  the  counsel,  while  offering  a  fair 
£(round  of  argument,  can  not  be  binding  even  on  the  counsel  himself.     If 
treatises  on  practice  were  written  in  language  perfectly  exact  and  full,  twenty 
volumes  would  hardly  suffice  for  one  book  of  the  kind.    The  authors  can  not  pos- 
sibly find  time  or  room  for  moie  than  mere  suggestions,  which  must  be  followed 
up  to  the  sources  of  authority  in  order  to  arrive  at  certainty.    In  the  cases  re- 
ferred to  by  this  treatise,  it  will  be  found  that  the  reason  for  denying  the  appli- 
cation was  not  because  the  actions  were  in  tort^  but  because  in  one  case  (Mur" 
phy  V.  Kipp^  1  Duer,  659)  particulars  were  demanded  of  the  precise  injuries 
which  caused  the  death  of  a  person   run  over  by  a  stage;  and  in  the  other 
cases  nothing  appeared  to  show  that  the  party  applying  for  particulars  could 
be  prejudiced  for  want  of  the  details  which  he  sought  to  know.     So  with 
regard  to  the  language,  that  the  defendant  ought  to  show,  by  affidavit,  '*  that 
he  does  not  know  what  the  plaintiff  is  suing  for,"  it  is  plain  that  all  that  is 
meant  is  that  the  defen<lant  must  affirmatively  show  that  he  is  so  far  ignorant 
of  the  facts  upon  which  the  plfAntiff  relies  as  to  render  a  bill  of  particulars 
necessary  for  his  protection.    This  is  shown  beyond  doubt  by  reference  to 
the  case  cited.     SneJling  v.  ChennelU  (5  Dowl.  80).     4.  All  the  other  author- 
ities cited  by  the  learned  Judge  are  cases  upon  the  power  of  the  court  to 
order  an  inspection  of  documents^  which  in  courts  of  law  was,  in  the  main,  a 
purely  statutory  power,  and  which  bears  no  analogy  to  the  power  of  the 
court  to  order  particuhirs.     The  tiniea  and  places  at  which  the  main  facts 
occurred,  upon  which  the  plaintiff  relies,  constitute  no  part  of  his  means  of 
evidence,   and  certainly  are  not  documentary  facts.     We  ask  for  no  docu- 
ments, for  no  discovery,  for  no  names  of  witnesses;  and,  with  all  deference, 
we  are  unable  to  see  what  bearing  decisions  or  statutes  upon  the  discovery  of 
documents,  or  even  the  examination  of  parties,  have  upon  our  application. 
5.     The  learned  Judge  suggests  that  witnesses  may  be  hostile,  and  refuse  to 
disclose  the  facts  before  the  trial.     That  might  possibly  be  an  excuse  if  any 
such  state  of  facts  were  alleged;  although  the  decisions  in  numerous  cases 
are  adverse  to  such  a  view,  and  especially  so  in  cases  involving  the  question 
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of  adultery,  in  which  the  courts  of  this  and  every  other  state  accept  no  such 
excuse,  but  insist  upon  a  precise  statement  of  times  and  places  before  the 
trial.  However  this  may  be,  there  is  no  such  state  of  facts  here.  We  have 
proved  that  the  plaintiff  knows  perfectly  well  the  times  and  places  at  which 
he  pretends  that  the  wrongful  acts  have  been  committed.  His  affidavit 
admits  this  to  be  true,  and  does  not  suggest  that  he  has  a  single  hostile  wit- 
ness. This  suggestion  was  considered  and  overruled  in  Early  v.  Smithy  cited 
in  our  appendix.  6.  It  is  suggested  that  a  bill  of  particulars  is  only  allowed 
of  the  cUiim^  and  that  in  this  case  the  claim  is  the  damage  and  not  the  specific 
aeU  of  injury.  But  we  submit  that  this  can  not  be  so.  The  learned  Judge 
says:  '*  If  the  wrong  l>e  the  conversion  of  personal  property,  the  enumeration 
or  description  of  it  would  be  the  bill  of  particulars  of  the  daim^'^  thus  con- 
ceding that  by  claim  is  meant  not  merely  the  anwunt  of  money  demanded, 
but  the  aUegatioti  of  wrong  done.  For  in  an  action  for  conversion,  the  plain- 
tiff does  not  demand  the  restoration  of  the  property  taken,  but  only  claims 
the  money  talue  of  that  proi)erty.  If,  then,  he  can  be  compelled  to  give  a 
particular  description  of  the  property  taken  from  him,  why  can  not  a  plaintiff 
alleging  an  injury  of  the  description  alleged  in  this  action  be  compelled  to 
state  the  particular  instances  on  which  that  injury  was  committed  ?  7.  It  is 
suggested  that  the  defendant  can  accomplish  the  same  result  as  that  which 
he  now  seeks  by  examining  the  plaintiff  before  trial.  But  this  is  not  so,  for 
while  he  could  thus  compel  the  plaintiff  to  state  the  particulars  of  the  alleged 
confessions  made  to  him,  he  could  not  require  any  pledge  that  further  proof 
of  wrongful  acts  would  not  be  given  upon  the  trial,  nor  could  the  court,  upon 
the  basis  of  such  an  examination,  grant  any  order  precluding  such  a  proof. 
Moreover,  by  forcing  the  defendant  into  this  course,  the  court  would  practi- 
cally compel  him  to  adopt  the  plaintiff  as  a  witness,  and  to  give  the  plaintiff 
an  opportunity  of  putting  his  own  testimony  before  the  jury  without  his 
liersonal  attendance;  and  every  lawyer  knows  how  ineffective  a  cross- 
examination  is  when  not  conducted  in  the  actual  presence  of  the  jury. 

XIIL  The  opinion  of  Judge  Reynolds,  at  General  Term,  does  not  dispute 
the  power  of  the  court  to  require  particulars  to  be  given,  but  holds  that,  as 
matter  of  discretion,  such  an  order  should  not  be  made.  The  reasoning  of 
this  opinion  may  be  briefly  answered,  although,  as  the  order  is  based  upon 
entirely  different  grounds,  this  may  be  a  needless  tnsk.  1.  The  learned 
Judge  labors  under  an  entire  misapprehension  of  the  effect  of  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars. .  He  evidently  supposes  that,  particulars  once  being  given,  the 
plaintiff  would  be  rigidly  tied  down  to  a  precise  date  and  a  precise  place, 
notwithstanding  he  should  make  some  slight  mistake  which  did  not  mislead 
the  defendant,  and  the  correction  of  which  could  not  operate  as  a  surprise. 
This  is  not  the  case.  The  court  would  allow  the  bill  of  particulars  to  be 
amended  in  any  way  before  the  trial,  and  would  disregard  any  variance  at 
the  trial,  if  the  defendant  was  not  misled  thereby.  2.  The  learned  Judge 
anticipates  that  the  evidence  to  be  produced  by  the  plaintiff  will  be  such  as 
to  cause  him  great  embarrassment  if  particulars  are  given.  Regarding  it  as 
probable  that  the  plaintiff  will  prove  confessions  of  an  indefinite  nature,  the 
Judge  argues  that  a  bill  of  particulars  will  exclude  evidence  not  pointing  to 
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specific  dates,  which  he  assumes  that  these  confessions  will  not  do.     But  the 
answer  to  this  is  two-fold  :  (a.)  An  interpretation  of  a  bill  of  particulars 
which  should   exclude  a  general   confession  'mentioning  no   dates,    is  an 
absurdity  of  which  no  Judge  trying  this  cause  could  be  guilty.     Such  a  con- 
fession would  be  competent  to  confirm  circumstantial  evidence  pointing  to 
any  date,  and  would  therefore  be  admissible  in  aid  of  evidence  given  under 
any  imaginable  bill  of  particulars.     (6.)  If  the  plaintiff  has,  in  fact,  no  other 
evidence  than  such  as  is  intimated  by  Judge  Reynolds,  it  was  his  business  to 
say  so  in  his  affidavit,  and  not  to  leave  this  fact  to  be  guessed  by  the  court. 
If  for  any  other  reason  it  was  difficult  or  dangerous  for  him  to  give  the  par- 
ticulars asked,  he  should  have  shown  that  in  the  same  way.     (c.)  But,  on 
the  contrary,  the  affidavits  showed  that  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  have  a  con- 
fession specific  in   its  nature,  giving  dates^  places,   and  minute  particulars. 
And  the  plaintiff  never  pretended  that  he  had  the  least  difficulty  in  making 
out  a  statement  of  particulars,  nor  did  even  his  counsel,  on  t'^her  of  the  two 
arguments  now  had,  ever  suggest  the  objection  which  Judge  Reynolds  has 
raised.     3.  The.  learned  Judge  thinks  that  no  support  for  our  motion  can  be 
derived  from  the   practice  of  Chancery  on  ordering  feigned  issues,  because 
none  were  allowed  if  the  bill  did  not  allege  adultery  with  certainty,  citing 
Codd  V.  Codd  (2  Johns.  Ch.  224),  and  Wood  v.  Wood  (2  Paige,  108).     But  in 
Codd  V.   Codd  the  bill  specified  no  tiine^  place,  or  person,  and  was  therefore 
hopelessly  vague;  and  in   Wood  v.  Wood  the  Chancellor  expressly  decided 
that  the  feigned  issue  must  be  more  specific  than  was  necessary  for  the  plead- 
ings.    The  two  cases  together  precisely  establish  our  claim,  viz.,  that  if  no 
time  or  place  had  been  alleged,  our  remedy  would  have  been  by  motion  to 
correct  the  pleading,   but  that,  as  the  case  stands,  our  proper  remedy  is  by 
bill   of  particulars,    thus  agreeing  with   Hunt  v.   Hunt  (2  Swab.  &  T.  574). 
4.  The  other  objections  of  Judge  Reynolds  are  fully  answered  by  the  very 
able  and  conclusive  opinion  of  Judge  McCue.     5.  But  the  most  conclusive 
answer  to  Judge  Reynolds*  opinion  is  given  by  Judge  Reynolds  himself. 
For,   referring  to  the  case  of  Hunt  v.  Hunt  (2  Swab.  &  T.  574),  in  which  it 
was  alleged  that  Mr.  Hunt  had  committed  adultery  with  three  women,  whose 
names  were  given,  '*in  and  prior  to  December,  1861,"  and  to  Adams  v.  Adams 
(16  Pick.  254),  in  which  the  complaint  alleged  that  the  defendant  had  com- 
mitted adultery   ^*  at  divers  times  for  a  period  of  eight  years,^^  the  learned 
Judge  says  :  *'  Under  a  system  which  tolerates  such  pleading  in  an  action  for 
divorce,  as  is  instanced  in  the  foregoing  references,  the  complaint  must  of 
course  he  supplemented  hy  a  statement  of  ]xirticulars.''^    In  our  case  the  plaintiff 
charges  adultery  on  October  10th,  1868,  **and  on  divers  other  days  and  times 
after  that  day,  for  a  period  of  six  years  "  ;  and  this  pleading,  it  is  agreed  by 
all  the  Judges  below,  is  **  tolerated  "  by  our  system.     Is  it  necessary  to  argue 
that  *^  under  a  system  which  tolerates  such  pleading  in  an  action  for  "  erim, 
eon.,  **the  complaint  must  of  course  he  supplemented  hy  a  statement  of  par- 
ticulars "  ?    6.  It  is  said,   however,  that  the  stringent  rules  which  govern 
actions  for  divorce  should  not  be  applied  to  this  action.     Why  not  ?    Is  not 
the  plaintiff  in  a  divorce  suit  just  as  ignorant  of  precise  tiroes  and  places  as 
the  plaintiff  in  a  crim,  con.  suit  ?    Are  not  the  facts  to  be  proved  precisely 
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the  same  ?  Have  not  the  courts  applied  even  more  stringent  rules  of  evi*' 
dence  to  the  proof  of  marriage  in  this  action  than  they  prescribe  in  cases  of 
divorce  ?  Is  there  not  precisely  the  same  danger  of  surprise  in  this  action 
that  there  is  in  divorce  ?  And,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  alleged  paramour 
can  appear  as  a  witness  for  his  own  vindication  in  a  divorce  suit,  while  an 
innocent  wife  can  not  testify  in  an  action  of  crim,  can.,  ruinous  as  it  may  be 
to  her  reputation,  should  not  the  courts  require  at  least  as  much  precision  in 
this  action  as  they  would  in  one  which  gave  the  wife  an  opportunity  to  de- 
fend herself  ?  What  is  there  in  this  species  of  action — denounced,  as  it  has 
been,  by  all  moralists,  of  late  years,  as  infamous  and  demoralizing — ''a 
remedy  worse  than  the  disease '' — that  should  entitle  it  to  such  favor  from 
the  court  ?  * 

Mr,  PrycTy  for  the  respondent,  argued  the  following  points: 
I.  The  order,  if  appealable   to  this  court,  is  reviewable  here  only  by 
virtue    and    authority  of   subdivision  4,  section    11,    Code   of   Procedure. 

1.  **This  court  has  not  an  unrestricted  jurisdiction  in  the  correction  of 
errors,  or  the  review  of  the  orders  and  decisions  of  other  tribunals.  Its 
jurisdiction  is  regulated  by  statute  and  is  confined  to  the  revieic  of  such 
orders  and  judgments  as  are  erpressly  mentioned  in  the  act  conferring  and 
regidating  its  power s.^^    Allen,  J.,  in  Paul  v.  Munger  (47  N.  Y.  469,  471). 

2.  Subdivision  4,  section  11,  in  terms,  precludes  a  review  by  this  court  of  an 
order  "involving  any  question  of  discretion.''  3.  The  application  below  pro- 
ceeded upon  the  last  clause  of  section  158  Code;  and  that  clause,  in  iei-ms, 
makes  the  allowing  or  denyiuj"^  tlie  order  a  question  of  discretion  with  the 
original  tribunal.  Elackie  v.  Neilson  (6  Bosw.  681) ;  FuUerUm  v,  Oaylord  (7 
Rob.  551);  Medhury  v.  Swan  (46  N.  Y.  200).  4.  That  an  order  *»  involving  a 
question  of  discretion  "  is  not  reviewable  in  this  court,  is  settled  by  repeated 
iMijudications.  **Only  such  orders  arising  upon  any  interlocutory  proceed- 
ings or  upon  any  question  of  practice,  are  appealable  as  affect  a  substantial 
right,  and  do  not  involve  any  question  of  discretion/'  Allen,  J.,  in  Mc- 
Coun  V.  N.  T.  G.  d  H.  R.  R.  R.  Co.  (50  N.  Y.  177).  *'  This  court  has  steadily 
disclaimed  the  right  to  review,  by  appeal,  an  order  of  a  Special  Term  in  mat>- 
ters  resting  in  discretion This  court  declines  to  review  dis- 
cretionary orders  as  inconsistent  with  the  constitution  of  the  court,  and  its 
character  as  a  tribunal  in  which  questions  of  law  only  are  to  be  considered." 
Andrews,  J.,  in  Livermore  v.  Bainbvidge  (15  Abb.  Pr.,  N.  S.,  436);  MedJbnry 
V.  Suxmn  (46  N.  Y.  200)  turned  on  the  construction  of  the  word  "may," 
section  177  Code,  and  the  effect  of  subdivision  4,  section  11 ;  and  this  court 
held  that  the  word  **may,"  in  section  177,  is  permissive,  not  mandatory;  and 
the  right  to  set  up  new  matter  by  supplemental  pleading  is  not  absolute,  but 
discretionary,  and  not  appealable  to  this  court.  **The  questions  were 
addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and  the  determination  thereof  by  tlie 

•  In  SngUnd,  the  old  action  of  crim.  con.  was  abolished,  as  indecent,  in  1866,  and  an  action 
iobatltated,  in  which  the  damages  do  not  go  to  the  husband,  bat  are  invested  by  the  coort  for 
the  beneflt  of  the  wife,  whUe  chaste,  and  of  the  children.  Husbands  there  can  no  longer  trafllo 
la  their  own  shame. 
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General  Term  can  not  be  reviewed  by  this  court."  Grovbb,  J.,  in  ShuttU" 
uorth  V.  Whiter  (55  N.  Y.  624,  629) ;  Gray  v.  Fisk  (53  N.  Y.  630).  The  allow- 
ance  of  a  cominon-!aw  writ  of  certiorari  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the 
court;  and  where  the  conrt  below,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretionary  power, 
quashes  the  writ,  after  a  hearing  upon  the  merits,  this  court  will  not  reWew 
the  decision.  Rapallo,  J.,  in  People  v.  Hill  (53  N.  Y.  549).  Specifically, 
in  point,  is  Bani/  v.  Mutual  Life  Im.  Co,  (58  N.  Y.  536),  in  which  the  court, 
per  Allen,  J.,  construes  and  defines  the  jurisdiction  imparted  to  this  court  by 
subdivision  4,  section  11  Code;  and  adjudicates  that,  under  that  provision,  a 
discretionary  order  is  not  reviewable  by  the  Court  of  Appeals.  The  effect  of 
the  amendment  in  1870  of  subdivision  4,  section  11,  by  inserting  the  words 
*'not  involving  any  question  of  discretion,"  is  propounded  by  this  court,  per 
Rapallo,  J.,  in  I'ownaend  v.  Hendricks  (40  How.  Pr.  157).  **We  think  the 
order  not  appealable  to  this  court.  It  was  discretionary  with  the  court  below 
whether  to  proceed  summarily  against  the  sheriff  or  leave  the  parties  to  liti- 
gate in  the  ordinary  way."  Church,  Ch.  J.,  in  Milh  v.  Davis  (53  N.  Y. 
849);  Shumau  v.  Straus  (52  N.  Y.  404);  Carrington  v.  Florida  R.  R,  Co.  (52 
N.  Y.  533) ;  People  v.  Sclioonrnaker  (50  N.  Y.  499) ;  Cuahmati  v.  Brundrett  (Id. 
296);  Southwich  v.  Sjut/iwick  (49  N.  Y.  510,  520);  Donley  v.  Graham  (48 
X.  Y.  658);  Taylor  v.  Root  (Id.  687);  Tauton  v.  Grok  (8  Abb.  Pr.,  N. 
8.,  385),  and  collection  of  authorities  in  note.  Colman  v.  Dixon  (50  N.  Y. 
572).  Brown  v.  Leigh  (Ct.  of  App,,  13  Abb.  Pr.,  N.  S.,  805);  BoUes  v.  Duff 
(42  N.  Y.  256);  Hisbroc^k  v.  The  Kingston,  dbc,  (Ct.  of  App.,  5  Abb.  Pr.,  N. 
8.,  399);  Van  Dewater  v.  Kelsey  (1  N.  Y.  543);  Schaettler  v.  Gardiner  (47  N. 
Y.  404).  5.  If  there  be  any  decision  of  this  court  apparently  in  ccmflict  with 
the  authorities  cited,  it  wull  be  discovered  on  examination  either:  Ist,  that 
the  decision  turned  on  some  other  paragraph  of  section  11  Code  than  subdi- 
vision 4;  or,  2nd,  that  the  right  in  controversy  was  absolute  and  not  resting 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court ;  or,  3d,  that  the  decision  occurred  before  1870, 
when  the  words  **not  involving  any  question  of  discretion,"  were  inserted  in 
subdivisi(m  4.  6.  Mattheics  v.  Hubbard  (^^  N.  Y.  428)  is  not  contra,  because, 
1st,  it  is  not  apparent,  but  the  action  was  upon  an  account,  in  which  event, 
probably,  a  bill  of  particulars  is  a  matter  of  absolute  right ;  2nd,  the  bill  of 
particulars  having  been  given,  plaintiff  was  restricted  to  recovery  of  tlie  items 
stated ;  and,  by  expunging  any  item,  he  was  deprived  pro  tanto  of  a  right; 
3d,  no  question  of  jurisdiction  was  raised  or  considered  in  this  court. 

II.  Doubtless  appellant's  contention  is  that,  although  the  application,  being 
to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  its  denial  is  not  reviewable  here;  yet,  inasmuch 
as  the  bill  of  particulars  was  refused  for  want  of  power  in  the  court  to  allow 
it,  the  order  of  the  General  Term  is  appealable  to  this  court.  Russell  v.  Conn 
(20  N.  Y.  81).  But  the  position  is  untenable.  1.  It  is  an  universally  true 
proposition  of  law,  in  support  of  which  it  were  mere  pedantry  to  adduce 
authority,  that  error,  to  be  available  on  appeal,  must  appear  on  the  face  of 
the  record  under  review.  Hence,  hnWrightv.  Hunter  {iQ^.  Y.  409,412),  on 
appeal  from  an  order  at  General  Term  granting  a  new  trial,  this  court  said 
that  **  where  the  return  shows  that  questions  of  fact  were  legitimately  before 
the  General  Term,  and   that  the  evidence  was  such  that  the  court  may  have 
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rerersed  the  judgmeot  on  facts,  it  is  impossible  to  say.  from  an  inspection  of 
the  record,  that  they  committed  an  error  of  law  in  grantinpf  a  new  trial, 
though  we  should  be  of  opinion  that  some  of  the  exceptions  were  well  taken." 
To  the  same  effect  are  8and8  v.  Crooke  (46  N.  Y.  564),  and  Downing  v.  KeUy 
(48  N.  Y.  483).  Decisively  in  point  is  Tracey  v.  Altmyer  (46  N.  Y.  598).  The 
appeal  was  from  an  order  of  the  General  Term,  affirming  an  order  denying  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  surprise  and  newly  discovered  evi- 
dence. From  the  opiniou  of  the  judge  at  Special  Term,  it  appeared  that  the 
motion  had  been  denied  solely  on  the  ground  that  it  could  not  be  made  after 
entry  of  judgment.  This  the  Court  of  Appeals  held  to  be  error:  but  pro- 
ceeded to  say,  **the  General  Term  had  the  power  to  review  the  order  on  the 

merits  and  upon  any  and  every  ground  connected  therewith The 

order  of  the  General  Term  is  simply  an  affirmance  of  the  order  at  Special 
Term.  This  is  entirely  consistent  with  the  idea  that  Hie  General  Term  con- 
sidered the  merits  and  determined  the  same  and  based  the  order  of  affirmance 
thereon.  It  was  its  duty  to  do  so,  and  the  presumption  is  that  this  duty  was 
performed,  until  the  contrary  appears.  It  is  incumbent  on  a  party  seeking  a 
reversal  of  a  judgment  or  order  to  show  affirmatively  that  an  error  was  com- 
mitted to  his  prejudice.     It  is  not  sufficient  to  show  that  it  may  have  been 

committed For  the  reasr)n  that  it  does  not  appear,  (but)  that  the 

General  Term  reviewed  the  order  and  passed  upon  the  merits,  the  order 
appealed  from  must  be  affirmed."  Pages  604,  605.  Laning  v.  N,  T.  C,  R,  R. 
Co.  (49  N.  Y.  521,  539),  is  of  equivalent  import.  The  appeal  was  from  an 
order  of  the  General  Term  denying  a  new  trial.  It  appeared  plainly  from  the 
opinion  at  General  Term  that  its  order  of  affirmance  was  grounded  on  an 
erroneous  impression  of  a  want  of  power.  But  this  court  ruled  in  the  follow- 
ing language:  **  We  are  not  authorized  to  review  a  judgment  and  reverse  it 
for  an  alleged  error  which  does  not  appear  t//><m  the  record,  and  is  not  shown 
or  arrived  at  save  by  expressions  appearing  in  the  opinion  of  the  court.'' 
Accordingly  the  order  was  affirmed.  Cushman  v.  Brundrett  (50  N.  Y.  296; 
is  an  equally  explicit  authority  for  the  proposition,  that  an  appellant,  from  a 
discretionary  order,  must  show  affirmatively  that  its  allowance  involved  no 
exercise  of  discretion.  2.  In  fact,  neither  the  order  nor  the  opinion  at 
Special  Term  shows  that  appellant's  application  was  denied  for  lack  of  power 
in  the  court  to  grant  it.  In  his  ojnnion.  Judge  Neilson  only  disclaims 
authority  to  compel  respondent  to  specify  the  times  and  places  of  appellaaVs 
Wiifei^ion  of  the  adultery,  VL^oviQT  which  indisputably  no  court  possesses;  a 
right  which  appellant  himself  renounced  at  General  Term.  The  order  at 
Special  Term  purports  to  proceed  as  well  on  a  want  of  merits  on  the  part  of 
appellant  as  on  a  defect  of  power  in  the  court — the  latter  being  plainly  predi- 
cated of  the  particulars  of  confession.  The  judge,  it  appears,  did  exercise 
his  discretion,  and  upon  the  whole  matter,  although,  as  to  one  branch  of  the 
application,  he  repudiated  the  power  as  a  speculative  propositicm.  The  order 
at  General  Term  is  a  simple  affirmance  of  the  order  at  Special  Term,  and.  in 
itself,  imputes  no  want  of  power  to  the  Court ;  while,  as  to  the  opinions  of  the 
Judges,  McCcE,  J.,  expressly  asserts  the  power,  and  Reynolds,  J.,  waiving 
the  question  of  power,  grounds  his  conclusion  on  the  merits  of  the  motion. 
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8.  The  application  having  been  made  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  and,  it 
not  appearing  that  its  denial,  or  the  affirmance  of  the  denial,  proceeded  from 
the  supposition  of  a  want  of  power,  but  the  reverse,  this  court  has  no  joris- 
diction  to  review  the  order,  and  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed. 

III.  If  the  court  entertain  the  appeal,  the  order  should  be  affirmed.  1. 
The  application  was  not  for  a  hill  of  particulars^  but  for  a  statement  in  writ- 
ing of  the  times  and  places  of  the  acts  of  adultery  imputed  to  appellaot.  If 
the  complaint  was  defective  in  these  circumstances,  the  proper  redress  w»i8 
by  motion  to  make  more  definite  and  certain,  pursuant  to  section  160  Code. 
PeopU  V.  Ryder  (12  N.  Y.  483,  440,  442) ;  Prindle  v.  Caruthers  (15  N.  Y.  425). 
2.  The  term  **  particulars  of  the  claim,"  section  158  Code,  imports  exvi  ter- 
mini,  a  claim  capable  of  being  resolved  into  parts,  fractions,  particulars, — 
and  it  is  these  parts  of  a  whole,  these  fractions  of  a  unit,  these  particulars  of 
a  general,  that  the  party  may  be  required  to  furuish  hii  adversary.  But  a 
cause  of  action  for  crim.  con.  is  one,  entire  and  indivisible,  and  is  not  suscep- 
tible of  severance  or  separation  into  parts  or  particulars.  The  time  and 
place  of  the  wrong  are  mere  accidents,  which  serve  to  discriminate  and  iden- 
tify the  claim  ;  and  if,  by  reason  of  their  omission,  the  claim  be  indefinite 
and  uncertain,  the  remedy  is  by  application  of  section  160.  8.  Hence,  the 
present  case  is  not  within  the  intent  or  operation  of  section  158.  And,  for 
another  reason,  namely,  that  neither  in  professional  nor  in  popular  language 
is  the  word  *'  claitn  "  appropriate  to  the  idea  of  a  right  of  redress  for  a  per- 
sonal tort.  A  "''  claim "  by  a  man  for  the  seduction  of  his  wife  is  a  legal  as 
well  as  philological  solecism.  Murphy  v.  Kipp  (1  Duer,  659).  '*  The  office  of 
a  bill  of  particulars  is  to  apprise  the  defendant  of  the  items  which  the  plain- 
tiff intends  to  prove  upon  the  trial,  and  to  restrict  his  proofs  to  the  matters 
specified."  Rapallo,  J.,  in  Matthews  y.  Hubbard  (47  N.  Y.  428).  A  demand 
for  the  items  of  adultery  is  a  novelty  in  jurisprudence  and  an  affront  to  com- 
mon sense.  **The  use  of  a  bill  of  particulars  is  to  apprise  a  party  of  the 
specific  demands  of  his  adversary  when  the  pleadings  are  general,  and  leave 
uncertain  what  is  particularly  demanded,  and  has  no  application  whatever 
when  the  demand  is  specifically  set  forth  in  the  pleading."  Savagb.  J.,  in 
the  People  v.  Waring  (4  Wend.  200).  Here  our  demand  is  specifically  stated 
in  the  complaint,  namely,  of  redress  for  the  seduction  of  respondent's  wife; 
and  no  amplification  of  the  complaint  would  make  the  demand  more  distinct 
and  intelligible.  A  specification  of  the  acts  of  criminal  conversation  might 
probably  apprise  appellant  of  the  direction  of  our  evidence,  but  would  not 
make  the  claim  or  demand  more  clear.  4.  If  a  party  be  in  possession  of 
facts  or  documents  material  to  his  adversary's  case,  that  adversary  may  com- 
pel their  disclosure  or  inspection  by  virtue  of  sections  391  and  388  Code. 
Did  appellant  desire  to  extract  evidence  for  his  defense  from  respondent, 
he  might  have  recourse  to  these  provisions.  5.  The  cases  cited  from  foreign 
books  by  appellant's  counsel  illustrate  his  learning  and  research,  but  are 
altogether  ineffectual  to  his  present  purpose.  The  judicial  procedure  of  New 
York  is  determined  and  regulated  by  positive  legislation  ;  and  there  ia  no 
exigency  in  the  administration  of  justice  which  is  not  supplied  by  the 
provisions  of  our  own  system.     If  the  Code  be  silent  on  a  point  of  procedure. 
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the  antecedent  practice  is  applicable  ;  but  neither  the  Code  nor  the  former 
practice  affords  any  principle  or  precedent  to  authorize  a  bill  of  particulars 
in  an  action  for  a  persoual  tort.  The  provisions  of  our  law  arc  abundant  and 
effectual  to  accomplish  every  end  contemplated  by  the  more  cumbrous  ma- 
chinery of  other  states  and  countries,  e.  g.^  if  a  complaint  in  divorce  for 
adultery  fail  to  specify  times,  places  or  persons,  the  defect  is  remediable  other- 
wise than  by  a  bill  of  particulars.  Wood  v.  Wood  (2  Paige,  108.)  Hence,  a 
bill  of  particulars  in  a  suit  for  divorce  is  unknown  in  the  practice  of  New 
York.  So,  whenever  a  party  is  likely  to  be  misled  or  surprised  by  the  gen- 
erality of  the  complaint  in  any  action,  he  may  invoke  the  operation  of  sec- 
tion 160  Code.  Our  system  of  procedure  is  complete  and  consistent,  and 
needs  no  reinforcement  from  alien  sources.  6.  But,  assuming,  for  argu- 
ment, that  section  158  Code  applies  to  the  present  case,  the  bill  of  particulars 
was  properly  refused.  1st.  When  the  defendant  himself  knows  as  well  or 
better  than  the  plaintiff  the  very  details  which  he  seeks,  the  motion  will  be 
denied.  Young  v.  Be  Mott  (1  Barb.  80) ;  Blachie  v.  NeiUon  (6  Bosw.  681.) 
Here,  of  all  persons  save  one,  and  that  not  the  respondent,  the  appellant  best 
knows  the  times  when  and  the  places  where  he  committed  the  acts  of  adultery. 
Appellant's  demand  is  simply  absurd.  2nd.  If  it  be  answered  that  we  have 
ascertained  times  and  places  from  appellant's  confession,  the  argument  admits 
he  knows  times  and  places,  and  so  is  in  no  need  of  a  specification.  8d.  It  is 
apparent  on  the  papers  that  respondent's  proof  consists  chiefly  of  appellant's 
admissions  of  the  adultery.  The  case  is  conceivable,  that  a  plaintiff 's  proof 
might  consist  exclusively  of  the  adulterer's  confession.  Then,  except  the 
defendant  chose  to  give  time  and  place,  he  would  escape  chastisement,  though 
with  an  avowal  of  guilt  in  his  mouth.  Now,  in  crim.  con.,  **  it  is  not 
necessary  to  prove  the  fact  to  have  been  committed  at  any  particular  or  certain 
time  or  place.  General  cohahitation  excludes  the  necessity  of  proof  of  particular 
acts."  2  Greenl,  on  Ev.,  sec.  41 ;  Cadogan  v.  Gadogan  (2  Hagg.  Con.  R.,  4  note) ; 
Button  v.  Button  (lb.,  6  note).  **The  confession  of  the  defendant  need  not 
refer  to  any  particular  time  or  place  ;  it  will  be  applied  to  all  times  and  places 
at  which  it  appears  probable,  from  the  evidence,  that  the  fact  may  have  been 
committed."  2  Greenl,  on  Ev.,  sec.  45;  Burgess  y.  Burgess  (2  Hagg.  Con.  R., 
233,  227).  Thus,  if  a  bill  of  particulars  be  required  of  respondent,  and  his 
only  evidence  consists  of  appellant's  general  confessions  (which  the  law  ad- 
judges plenary  proof),  he  can  not,  of  course,  furnish  the  particulars,  and  his 
complaint  would  be  dismissed.  2  WaiVs  Practice,  351.  Or  should  respondent 
give  particulars  of  time  and  place,  in  respect  of  which  he  had  been  misin- 
formed by  the  appellant  or  otherwise ;  then,  no  matter  how  clear  and  specific 
and  conclusive  the  proof  of  adultery,  it  would  be  unavailing  and  he  would  fail 
in  his  action.  Matthews  v.  Hutbard  (47  N,  7.  428) ;  Boatman  v.  Earle  (3  Duer, 
694).  7.  Appellant  denies  the  imputed  adultery,  alleges  respondent  means  to 
fabricate  a  case  and  support  it  by  false  testimony,  and  demands  the  particu- 
lars of  this  fictitious  claim.  We  suppose  this  to  be  the  first  instance  of  a 
demand  of  the  times  and  places  of  the  occurrence  of  an  imaginary  and  non- 
eziatent  fact.  If  the  thing  took  place,  then,  from  the  nature  of  the  case, 
appellant  knows  the  times  and  places  better  than  respondent.     If  the  thing 
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never  was,  then  it  is  impossible  to  predicate  of  it  either  time  or  place.  Ap- 
pellant's imputation  of  such  wicked  design  was  repelled  and  retorted  by 
respondent;  but  in  no  event  would  a  court,  in  advance  of  the  trial,  and  on 
the  wanton  and  unsupported  assertion  of  his  adversary,  load  a  suitor  with 
the  infamy  of  meditated  fraud  and  perjury. 


DECISION  OF  THE  APPEAL. 

On  December  1,  1874,  the  following  opinions  were  delivered : 

Rapallo,  J. — The  only  question  arising  upon  the  present  appeal, 
which  is  reviewable  in  this  court,  is  whether  or  not  the  court  below  had 
power  to  grant  the  application  of  the  defendant.  If  it  possessed  that  power, 
and,  under  the  mistaken  impressi(m  that  the  power  did  not  exist,  denied  the 
application  on  that  ground,  we  have  jurisdiction,  and  it  is  our  duty  to  correct 
that  error  of  law,  and  remit  the  case  to  the  court  below,  with  a  direction  that 
the  motion  be  heard  at  Special  Term,  on  the  merits.  People  v.  New  York 
Central  Railroad  Company  (29  New  York,  418) ;  Brawn  v.  Brown  (Court  of 
Appeals,  November,  1874;  not  reported).  This  is  the  extent  to  which  we 
interfere  with  orders  made  upon  applications  which  do  not  rest  upon  strict 
legal  right,  but  involve  an  exercise  of  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  courts 
below.  It  is  not  contended  on  the  part  of  the  appellant,  and  it  would  have 
been  useless  to  contend,  that  the  present  application  was  founded  upon  legal 
right,  or  that  it  did  not  rest  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  nor  that  if  the 
order  appealed  from  was  the  result  of  fair  exercise  of  that  discretion  we 
should  be  asked  to  review  it.  The  ground  of  the  appeal  is  that  the  judge,  to 
whom  the  application  was  originally  made  at  Special  Term,  decided  that  he 
had  no  power  to  grant  the  relief  sought;  that  he  erroneously  held  that  such 
relief  could  have  been  applied  for  under  section  160  of  the  Code  of  Procedure, 
and  could  be  obtained  by  no  other  proceeding,  and  that  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  have  this  error  of  law  corrected  and  his  application  duly  con- 
sidered without  being  embarrassed  by  the  legal  difficulties  supposed  to  stand 
in  the  way. 

The  first  point  for  our  consideration  is,  whether,  in  fact,  the  case  was 
disposed  of  in  the  court  below  on  the  question  of  power.  If  it  was,  we  are 
then  called  upon  to  decide  whether  or  not  the  power  existed,  and  if  we  find 
that  it  did,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  the  unembarrassed  exercise  of  the 
discretion  of  the  court  in  which  his  cause  is  pending  upon  the  question 
whether  or  not  justice  demands  that  his  application  be  granted. 

The  best  evidence  on  the  first  point  is  the  order  of  the  court  denying  the 
defendant's  motion.  This  order  recites,  among  other  things,  that  an  order 
had  before  been  granted  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  he  should 
not  deliver  to  the  defendant's  attorney  ^^a  statement  in  writing  of  the 
particular  times  and  places  at  which  he  expects,  or  intends,  to  prove  that  any 
acts  of  adultery  or  criminal  intercourse  took  place  between  the  defendant  and 
the  wife  of  the  plaintiff.''  It  denies  the  motion,  on  the  ground  that  the  court 
has  no  power  to  grant  the  same,  and  '^u  other  grounds  stated.     If  the  words, 
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''and  on  the  other  grounds  stat<id)*'  had  been  omitted,  it  is  very  clear  that 
the  order  would  conclusively  establish  chat  the  motion  was  denied  solely  on 
the  ground  of  a  supposed  want  of  power  to  grant  it.  What  qualification 
then,  was  intended  l)y  the  insertion  of  these  words  ?  We  must  suppose  that 
the  learned  judge  referred  to  the  grounds  stated  by  himself  in  the  opinion 
which  he  delivered  contemporaneously  with  the  order,  and  in  which  he  set 
forth  the  reasons  for  his  decision.  Any  other  supposition  would  be  unreason- 
able. This  opinion  presents  with  much  force  the  reasons  for  holding  that  he 
had  no  power  to  grant  the  motion.  But  in  no  part  of  it  does  he  say  that  he 
has  exerciaed  his  discretion  as  to  the  merits  of  the  application,  and  determined 
that  it  should  be  denied  upon  the  merits.  The  learned  judge,  after  comment- 
ing on  the  subject  of  bills  of  particulars  in  actions  of  tort,  and  showing  ihat 
ordinarily  they  will  not  be  granted  in  that  class  of  actions,  says:  ^^  But,  as  I 
have  said,  the  question  is  as  to  the  power  of  the  court,"  and  he  proceeds  to 
sustain  his  position,  that  the  court  has  no  such  power,  by  arguing  that  the 
defendant  could  have  obtained  an  adequate  remedy  by  a  motion  under  section 
160  of  the  Code  to  make  the  complaint  more  definite  and  certain,  and  that 
that  was  the  appropriate  and  sole  remedy. 

After  a  careful  examination  of  the  opinion  we  are  satisfied  that  it  does 
not  in  any  substantial  respect  qualify  the  statement  in  the  order  that  the 
motion  was  denied  on  the  ground  of  want  of  power,  and  that  the  other 
grounds  stated  are  that  a  different  remedy  is  provided  by  the  Code,  and  the 
party  is  confined  to  the  one  thus  provided.  This  being  the  shape  in  which 
the  case  comes  before  as,  we  think  it  presents  a  question  of  law,  and  is  there- 
fore appealable  to  this  court.  It  may  not  be  absohitely  essential  to  consider 
the  question  whether  the  particulars  sought  could  have  been  obtained  under 
section  160,  by  sn  application  to  make  the  complaint  more  definite  and  cer- 
tain. If  the  power  to  order  particulars  existed  before  the  enactment  of  that 
section,  it  is  not  thereby  abrogated.  The  most  that  could  be  said  upon  the 
mibject  is  that,  if  section  160  affords  an  appropriate  remedy  the  court  might 
require  the  party  to  resort  to  that  remedy.  Both  remedies  might  consistently 
exist  together,  but  so  much  stress  has  been  laid  on  the  assertion  that  a 
remedy  could  have  been  obtained  under  section  160  that  it  is  proper  to  ascertain 
whether  or  not  that  position  is  sound. 

The  language  of  the  section  is:  '*  When  the  allegations  of  a  pleading  are 
so  indefinite  or  uncertain  that  the  precise  nature  of  the  charge  or  defense  is 
not  apparent,  the  court  may  require  the  pleading  to  be  made  definite  and 
certain."  It  will  be  observed  that  it  is  only  where  the  precise  nature  of  the 
charge  is  not  apparent  that  an  application  can  be  made  under  this  section. 
It  enables  a  party  to  obtain  a  definite  statement  in  the  pleading,  of  the  nature 
of  the  charge  intended  to  be  made  against  him,  but  not  of  the  particulars  or 
drcomstances  of  time  or  place.  For  this  purpose  a  different  proceeding  is 
pointed  out,  viz.,  an  application  under  section  158,  which  provides,  among 
other  things,  that  ^  the  court  may  in  all  cases  order  a  bill  of  particulars  of  the 
claim  of  either  party  to  be  furnished."  It  is  evident  that  in  the  pres- 
ent case  there  was  no  occasion    for   an  application  under  section  160  to 

the  complaint  more  definite  and  certain.     There  is  no  uncertainty  or 
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indefiniteness  in  respect  to  the  nature  of  the  charge  made  ag:iinst  the 
defendant.  The  difficult v  under  which  he  claims  to  be  lal:)orinjr  is  that  the 
complaint  does  not  point  out  the  times  or  occasions  when  the  alleged  offenses 
are  claimed  to  have  been  committed,  but  avers  simply  that  they  were  com- 
mitted on  the  10th  of  October,  1868,  and  divers  other  days  and  times  after 
that  day  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action,  thus  covering  a  period 
of  very  nearly  six  years,  the  action  havmg  been  commenced  in  August,  1874. 
He  denies  that  the  acts  charged  were  ever  committed,  but  claims  that  for  the 
purpose  of  preparing  his  defense  it  is  necessary  that  he  should  be  furnished 
with  the  particulars  of  the  time  and  place  in  order  that  he  may  summon  wit- 
nesses to  rebut  such  evidence  as  may  be  brought  against  him,  or  explain  the  cir- 
cumstances which  may  be  proved,  and  upon  which  the  plaintiff  may  rely  to 
establish  the  charges. 

In  actions  upon  money  demands,  consisting  of  various  items,  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars of  the  dates  and  description  of  the  transactions  out  of  which  the 
indebtedness  is  claimed  to  have  arisen  is  granted  almost  as  a  matter  of  course; 
and  this  proceeding  is  so  common  and  familiar  that  when  a  bill  of  particulars 
is  spoken  of  it  is  ordinarily  understood  as  referring  to  particulars  of  that 
character.  But  it  is  an  error  to  suppose  that  bills  of  particulars  are  confined 
to  actions  involving  an  account,  or  to  actions  for  the  recovery  of  money 
demands  arising  upon  contract.  A  bill  of  particulars  is  appropriate  in  all 
descriptions  of  actions  if  the  circumstances  are  such  that  justice  demands  a 
party  should  be  apprised  of  the  matters  for  which  he  is  to  be  put  on  trial  with 
greater  particularity  than  required  by  rules  of  pleading.  They  have  been 
ordered  in  actions  of  libel  {Jones  v.  Bewicke^  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  32);  escape  (Davis 
V.  Chapman,  6  Adolph.  &  Ell.  767 ;  Webster  v.  Jones,  7  Dowl.  &  R.  774) ;  trespass 
(Johnson  V.  Birley,  5  Barn.  &  Aid.  540) ;  trover  (Humphrey  v.  CoUleyou^  4  Cow. 
64) ;  and  in  ejectment  ( Vischer  v.  Conant^  4  Cow.  396).  Even  in  criminal  cases 
the  instances  in  which  the  courts  hive  by  analogy  to  the  practice  in  civil  ac- 
tions ordered  bills  of  particulars,  are  frequent,  viz. :  On  an  indictment  for  being 
a  common  barrator,  where  a  general  form  of  pleading  is  allowed.  Hawkins  P, 
C,  Bk.  1,  ch.  81,  sec.  13;  Ooddard  v.  Smith  (6  Mod.  R.  261);  Commonwealth  v. 
Davis  (11  Pick.  432).  On  an  indictment  for  nuisance  the  prosecutor  has  been 
required  to  specify  particulars  of  the  separate  acts  of  nuisance  which  he 
intended  to  prove.  Rex  v.  Onrwood  (3  Adolph.  &  Ell.  815) ;  Rcgina  v.  Flower 
(3  Jurist  558);  and  in  a  prosecution  of  embezzlement  (Rex  v.  Hodgson^  3  Carr. 
&  Payne,  422).  And  in  England  there  is  nothing  more  common  at  the  present 
day  than  to  order  particulars  to  be  tiled  in  an  action  for  divorce,  either  on 
the  ground  of  cruelty  or  adultery,  and  this  is  done  on  the  application  either 
of  the  defendant,  or,  in  cases  where  the  wife  is  the  defendant,  of  the  person 
with  whom  she  is  alleged  to  have  committed  adultery,  and  who,  under  the 
statutes  20  and  21  Vict.,  chapter  85,  is  joined  with  her  as  co-respondent  for 
the  purpose  of  being  mulcted  in  damages.  These  cases  show  very  clearly  the 
opinion  of  the  English  courts,  that  a  bill  of  particulars  can  be  ordered  in  an 
action  of  erim,  eon,,  because  section  33  of  the  statute  Inst  referred  to  expressly 
provides  that  where  the  alleged  adulterer  is  named  in  the  petition  as  co- 
respondent, the  claim  made  by  every  such  petition  shall  be  heard  and  triecl 
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on  thf  same  principles,  in  the  same  manner,  and  subject  to  tbe  same  or  the 
like  rules  and  regulations  as  actions  for  criminal  conversation  are  now  tried 
and  decided  in  courts  of  common  law.  Under  this  provision  particulars  have 
been  ordered  on  the  application  of  the  co-respondent  as  well  as  of  the 
respondent.  Higg%  v.  Higgs  (11  Weekly  R.  154) ;  and  see  Hunt  v.  Hunt  db 
Duke  (3  Swab,  ft  T.  574). 

The  cases  in  which  the  complainant  has  been  required  to  furnish  particu- 
lars on  the  application  of  the  respondent,  are  too  numerous  to  justify  their 
citation  here.  There  are  nearly  a  dozen  of  them  in  volumes  2  and  3  of 
Swabey  and  Tristram's  Probate  and  Divorce  Court  Reports,  which  we  have 
examined,  and  a  similar  order  was  made  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Massachu- 
setts, in  1834,  in  the  case  of  Adams  v.  Atlams  (16  Pick.  234).  In  this  State, 
Chancellor  Walworth,  in  the  case  of  Wood  v.  Wood  (2  Paige,  108),  laid 
down  the  rules  which  have  since  governed  in  actions  between  husband  and 
wife  for  divorce,  and  rendered  applications  for  bills  of  particulars  unneces- 
sary. It  most  be  remembered  that  here,  when  the  charge  of  adultery  is  denied, 
the  issue  must  be  tried  by  jury  unless  the  parties  consent  to  a  different  mode 
of  trial,  and  it  is  even  doubtful  whether  they  should  be  permitted  so  to 
consent,  but  in  a  contested  case  the  Chancellor  laid  down  the  rule  as  fol- 
lows : 

**The  only  safe  and  prudent  course  is  to  require  the  charge,  whether  of 
crimination  or  recrimination,  to  be  stated  in  the  pleadings  and  in  the  issues 
in  SQch  a  manner  that  the  adverse  party  may  be  prepnred  to  meet  it  on  the 
trial.  If  the  persons  with  whom  the  adultery  was  committed  are  known, 
thev  must  be  named  in  the  defendant's  answer,  and  the  adulterv  must  be 
charged  with  reasonable  certainty  as  to  time  and  place.  If  they  arc  unknown, 
that  fact  should  be  stated  in  the  answer  and  in  the  issue,  and  the  time,  place, 
and  circumstances  under  which  the  adultery  was  committed  should  be  set 
forth.  Neither  party  has  a  right  to  make  such  a  charge  against  the  other  on 
mere  suspicion,  relying  upon  being  able  to  fish  up  testimony  before  the  trial 
to  support  the  allegation." 

The  Chancellor  here  speaks  of  setting  forth  the  particulars  in  the 
answer  because  the  case  then  before  him  was  one  of  recrimination.  In  the 
case  of  the  ComnumtoeaUh  t.  SneUing  (15  Pick.  321),  Chief  Justice  Shaw 
gaye  a  very  thorough  examination  to  the  subject  of  the  practice  of  the 
courts  of  common  law  in  requiring  bills  of  particulars,  and  the  principle  upon 
which  it  is  fuimded,  and,  after  an  extensive  review  of  the  authorities,  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  general  rule  to  be  extracted  from  them  was  that 
where  in  the  course  of  a  suit,  from  any  cause,  a  party  was  placed  in  such  a 
situation  that  justice  could  not  be  done  at  the  trial  without  the  aid  of  the 
information  to  be  obtained  by  means  of  a  specification  or  bill  of  particulars, 
the  court,  in  Tirtue  of  its  general  authority  to  regulate  the  conduct  of  trials, 
had  power  to  direct  such  information  to  be  seasonably  furnii^hed.  The 
aothorities  cited  by  him  are  decisions  in  civil  cases,  but  by  analogy  he  ap- 
plied the  principle  to  a  criminal  prosecution  for  libel,  and  sustained  an  order 
requiring  the  prisoner  to  furnish  particulars  of  his  justification  of  a  general 
libelous  charge  against  the  magistrate. 
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The  same  rule  ia  laid  down  in  a  recent  case  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  in  Ireland,  Enrly  v.  Smith  (12  Irish  C.  L.  Appendix  xxxv.),  where  it 
was  held,  and  on  the  authority  of  many  of  the  same  decisions  which  are 
cited  by  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  that  the  rule  which  governs  the  courts  in  order- 
ing particulars  to  be  given,  is,  that  in  all  cases,  whether  trespass,  trover,  or 
on  the  case,  the  court  has  a  general  superintending  power  and  control,  no 
matter  what  the  form  of  the  action  may  be.  If  the  complaint  or  declaration 
is  conceived  in  vague  and  general  terms,  without  specifying  the  circum- 
stances under  or  the  occasions  on  which  the  plaintiff  relies,  and  the  defendant 
satistles  the  court  by  affidavit,  that  either  for  the  purpose  of  pleading  or  of 
defense  at  the  trial  it  is  necessary  that  the  plaintiff  be  more  specific  and  more 
clearly  define  his  cause  of  action,  the  court  has  a  general  jurisdiction  to  order 
the  plaintiff  to  give  a  more  precise  and  specific  description  of  that  upon 
which  he  relies.  In  the  case  last  cited,  a  bill  of  particulars  was  ordered  in  a 
case  of  oral  slander.  Although  no  precedent  could  be  found  for  an  order  for 
particulars  in  such  a  case,  the  court  determined  that  the  circumstances  pre- 
sented to  them  brought  the  case  by  analogy  within  the  reasons  of  those  in 
which  particulars  had  been  ordered,  and  that  therefore  they  were  authorized 
to  afford  the  relief  required. 

A  reference  to  a  few  of  the  authorities  upon  which  these  decisions  were 
founded  will  show  that  in  almost  every  case  in  which  a  defendant  can  satisfy 
the  court  that  it  is  necessary  to  a  fair  trial  that  he  should  be  apprised  before- 
hrflid  of  the  particulars  of  the  charge  which  he  is  expected  to  meet,  the  court 
has  authority  to  compel  the  adverse  party  to  specify  these  particulars  so  far  as 
is  in  his  power. 

For  instance,  in  Doe  v.  Philips  (6  Term  R.  597),  an  act  of  ejectment  was 
brought.  It  was  made  to  appear  to  the  court  that  the  action  was  founded 
upon  the  alleged  forfeiture  of  a  term  of  a  lease  by  the  breach  of  covenants 
contained  in  the  lease.  The  court  ordered  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  particulars 
of  the  breaches  of  the  covenants,  of  the  times  when,  &c.,  he  meant  to  insist 
that  the  defendant  hed  forfeited  the  lease.  To  the  same  effect  was  the  case 
of  Doe  V.  Broad.  (2  Man.  and  Qr.,  523),  and  in  Davies  v.  Chapman  (6  Adolph. 
and  Ell.  767),  it  was  held  that  in  an  action  for  an  escape  the  plaintiff  might 
properly  be  ordered  by  a  judge  to  give  a  particular  of  the  alleged  escape, 
specifying  the  time  and  place,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  specify 
them  precisely,  if  he  could,  and  if  not,  as  well  as  he  was  able. 

Analogous  cases  are  to  be  found  throughout  the  books  in  this  state.  It 
was  long  since  recognized  that  in  actions  of  ejectment,  to  ascertain  the  pre- 
cise premises  for  which  the  plaintiff  was  proceeding,  the  constant  course  was 
to  obtain  a  bill  of  particulars.  Viseher  v.  Conant  (4  Cow.  396),  and  so  in 
actions  of  trover.  Humphrey  v.  GottUyov  (4  Cow.  54).  As  I  have  already 
shown,  there  is  no  class  of  cases  in  which,  in  England,  even  at  the  present 
day,  it  is  more  common  to  order  particulars  to  be  furnished  than  in  actions  in 
which  adultery  is  charged.  If  the  charge  is  general  and  vague,  particulars 
are  always  ordered.  As  early  as  the  year  1692,  in  the  case  of  the  proceeding 
for  divorce  against  the  Duchess  of  Norfolk  before  the  House  of  Lords  of  Eng- 
land (reported  in  8  Hargrave^s  State  Tnals,  35,  and  Howell's  State  Triala, 
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vol.  12.  p.  888) ;  the  Duchess  demanded  particulars  of  the  charge  against  hei. 
They  were  ordered.  The  complainant  furnished  a  statement  that  the  person 
charged  to  liave  committed  the  crime  with  the  Duchess  was  John  Gcrraaine, 
ot,  &c.,  and  that  the  times  were  between  the  months  of  June  and  December, 
1685,  and  several  times  since,  specifying  places.  The  petition  of  her  husband 
was  presenred  in  1692.  To  this  charge,  covering  six  years,  she  answered  that 
the  charge  as  to  time  and  place  was  too  general,  and  did  not  answer  the  end 
of  the  order  of  the  House  of  Lords.  A  further  and  more  definite  bill  of 
particulars  was  then  furnished,  affording  the  complainant  an  extensive  field 
for  proof,  but  at  the  same  time  indicating  to  defendant  the  periods  and 
occasions  in  respect  to  which  she  was  called  upon  to  defend  herself. 

Without  following  the  line  of  English  decisions,  I  come  at  once  to  those 
of  our  courts.  In  Pennsylvania,  as  early  as  1784,  in  the  case  of  Steele  v.  Steele 
(1  Dall.  409),  after  issue  was  joined  in  an  action  for  a  divorce  for  crutlty,  the 
court  held  that  notice  ought  to  be  given  of  the  facts  intended  to  be  proved 
under  the  general  allegations  of  the  libel.  In  1805,  in  Oarrat  v.  Garrat  (4 
Yeates,  244),  the  libel  charged  that  the  respondent,  on  the  10th  of  June,  1799, 
at  the  county  aforesaid,  and  at  other  times  and  places,  committed  adultery 
with  Esther  Palmer  and  other  lewd  women  to  the  plaintiff  unknown,  and 
the  court  held  that  unless  the  complainant,  before  trial,  specified  in  a 
written  notice  the  time  and  places  and  attendant  circumstances,  she 
should  be  confined  in  the  evidence  to  acts  of  adultery  committed  with  Esther 
Palmer. 

In  Massachusetts,  in  1834,  in  the  case  of  Adam^  v.  Adams  (16  Pick.  254), 
the  libel  for  divorce  charged  acts  of  adultery  generally,  and  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars was  ordered. 

Most  of  the  authorities  which  I  have  mentioned  consist  of  adjudications 
prior  to  the  amendment  of  1851  to  section  158  of  the  Code  of  Procedure,  which 
is  in  these  words:  *'  And  the  court  may  in  all  cases  order  a  bill  of  particulars 
of  the  claim  of  either  party  to  be  furnished." 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  we  are  discussing  simply  a  question  of 
power;  whether  in  the  case  before  us  the  court  below  had  power  to  order 
particulars  to  be  furnished ;  not  whether,  upon  the  facts  disclosed  by  the 
affidavits,  the  court  below  ought  or  ought  not  to  have  ordered  particulars, 
but  whether  it  had  the  power  to  so  do.  If  it  made  a  mistake  in  that  respect 
we  must  correct  it.  If  the  Code  had  been  silent  upon  the  subject  of  bills  of 
particulars,  the  469th  section  would  probably  have  suflSced  to  preserve  the 
authority  of  the  court  to  order  particulars  in  all  cases  before  accustomed. 
But  the  express  authority  conferred  by  section  158  to  order  particulars  in  all 
cases,  especially  when  read  in  view  of  the  cases  in  which  particulars  had 
been  ordered,  would  seem  to  place  the  question  beyond  doubt. 

Many  of  the  arguments  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  are  more  proper  to  be 
addressed  to  the  court  of  original  jurisdiction  on  the  question  of  the  exer- 
cise of  its  discretion  than  to  this  tribunal.  It  is  claimed  that  an  important 
element  in  the  plaintifiTs  case  consists  of  confessions  made  by  the  defendant, 
and  that,  if  particulars  are  ordered,  it  will  be  necessary  to  prove  that  he 
confessed  the  acts  to  have  been  committed  at  the  dates  specified  in  the  bill 
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of  particulars.  This  ia  an  imaginary  difficulty.  It  would  be  abEiird  to 
supptoBe  that  any  tribuDal  of  ordinary  intelligence  would  order  a  bill  erf 
particulnrB  in  such  form  us  tn  exclude  evidence  of  generul  confessions. 

Tlie  same  argument  was  used  in  case  of  C«drington  v.  Vodringtoit  (4  Swab. 
&  T.  68),  After  an  order  for  pRrticulat«  had  been  granted  the  complainant 
delivercil  [wirtiriilarB  in  which  lii'  alleged  that  the  rpspoiident  had  committed 
frequent  dcU  of  adultery  between  1859  and  m63  with  one  Lieut.  Mildmay  at 
Malta,  and  during  n  journey  in  Switzerland,  Savoy,  Sardinia,  and  Italy.  Appli- 
cation was  made  for  further  particulars,  and  it  appearing  that  the  charge  was 
founded  upon  the  contents  of  a  diary  and  letten  of  the  respondent  which 
had  cooTe  to  the  petiliiner's  hands,  it  was  ordered  that  unless  the  petitioner 
gave  further  particulars  hr-  ebould  be  confined  in  his  proof  to  the  confesmous 
contained  in  the  diary  and  li-lters. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  dit'endunt  in  snch  a  case  needs  no  specifica- 
tion of  particulars.  liccauM  he  knows  liefttr  than  any  other  but  one  the 
details  about  which  he  neeks information.  This  \t  j)etUlo  priacipii ;  \i  assumes 
that  the  defendant  has  committed  the  acts  with  which  hp  is  charged,  while 
the  very  quesliun  to  be  tried  is  whether  or  not  he  has  comiiiiiled  them. 

A  further  argument  is,  that  to  make  the  disclosnre^  sought  will  a£'ord  the 
defendant  nn  opportuniiy  to  tam)>cr  with  the  plaiiitiS'a  witnesse)'.  This  argu- 
ment has  been  used  to  many  of  the  cases  to  wluch  I  have  referred,  and  has 
been  uniformly  rejected.  The  principle  upon  which  orders  for  particalnrs 
are  granted  is  the  advanceme'.t  of  justice  and  the  preventing  of  sorprise  at 
the  trial.  The  court  most  see  that  both  parties  arc  fairly  dealt  with,  and  it 
can  not  ba  presunicd  that  it  will  make  any  order  which  shall  shield  the 
defendant  from  Just  reiponsifiility. 

Whether  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  it  should  grant  or  refuse  the 
order  applied  for,  we  are  not  to  decide.  All  that  we  decide  is,  that  it  lias 
the  power,  if  it  sees  fit.  to  order  particular  to  be  famished,  and  that  in  decid- 
ing that  it  has  not  such  power  it  committed  an  error  in  law  which  requires  us 
to  reverse  its  decision. 

A  point  ia  made  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  which  requires  notice.  It  is 
contended  that  the  General  Term,  in  affirming  the  order  of  the  Special  Tenn, 
must  be  presumed  to  have  passed  upon  tlie  merits  on  the  facts  as  well  as  upon 
the  law  of  the  case,  and  tlie  decision  in  Traay  v.  Altmyer  (46  N.  T.  598)  is 
cited  in  support  of  this  point.  The  answer  is  that  in  the  present  case,  it 
appears  that  the  orders  of  the  Special  Term  were  reviewed  hy  only  two  judges 
of  the  court;  that  they  were  divided  in  opinion,  and  that  it  was  only  by  force 
of  the  statute  specially  applicable  to  the  City  Court  of  Brooklyn,  Laws  of 
1870,  page  1,047,  aeclioo  6,  that  the  order  stood  as  affirmed,  the  two  judges 
disagreeing. 

Our  conclusion  is,  that  the  orders  of  the  iSpeclal  and  General  Term  of  the 
City  Court  of  Brooklyn  be  reversed  without  costs,  and  the  case  remitted,  to  be 
heard  at  Special  Term;  that  its  discretion  may  be  exercised  upon  the  merlta. 

OsuBKJK,  Co.  J.,  ToiavR,  and  Anshewh,  JJ.,  concurred,* 

'  Ai  to  rules  of  plMding  in  this  class  of  oases,  sea  nott,  p.  834. 
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Allen,  J. — If  the  court  below  had  not  the  power  to  grant  the  motion, 
the  order  should  be  affirmed.  If  the  power  existed,  its  exercise  was  in  the 
discretion  of  the  City  Court  of  Brooklyn,  and  the  action  of  that  court  in  the 
exercise  of  that  discretion  is  not  the  subject  of  review  in  this  court.  In  one 
or  more  cases  in  which  we  have  thought  the  court  of  original  jurisdiction  had 
erred  in  refusing  to  act  by  reason  of  a  supposed  want  of  power,  we  have 
reversed  the  orders  and  remitted  the  proceedings  to  the  end  that  the  proper 
court  might  exercise  the  discretion  the  law  had  vested  in  it.  In  these  cases 
it  appeared  by  the  order  and  record  of  the  court  that  the  decision  of  the 
court  below  was  placed  exclusively  on  the  ground  of  a  want  of  power.  Here 
Tre  have  not  the  record  evidence.  The  motion  at  Special  Term  was  denied 
for  want  of  power,  and  for  other  reasons  stated,  showing  conclusively  that 
the  relief  was  not  denied  solely  upon  the  ground  that  the  court  had  no  power 
to  grant  it.  The  clear  inference  from  the  terms  of  the  order  is,  that  the  judge 
doubted  whether  the  court  had  power  to  order  the  information  to  be  furnished : 
bat  if  it  had  the  power,  a  proper  case  had  not  been  made  for  the  exercise  of 
the  power.  If  the  opinion  is  referred  to,  tlie  same  conclusion  will  be  arrived  at. 
The  judge  had  evidently  great  doubts,  and  inclined  to  the  opini(m  that  there 
was  a  want  of  power,  but  was  also  of  opinion  tliat  it  was  not  a  proper  case 
for  the  relief  if  the  power  existed.  The  order  at  the  General  Term  merely 
afBrms  the  order  without  assigning  or  declaring  the  reasons,  and  we  must 
Assume  that  it  was  affirmed  on  the  merits,  it  not  appearing  that  it  was  affirmed 
^r  any  other  reason.  If  the  fact  is  that  it  was  affirmed  under  the  statute 
bj  a  divided  court,  which  is  not  stated  in  the  order,  the  result  is  the 
same.  The  facts  giving  this  court  jurisdiction  of  the  appeal  must  appear  by 
the  record.  They  do  not  so  appear  in  the  case.  I  am  for  the  dismissal  of 
the  appeal. 

Judge  Groysb  doubted  the  existence  of  the  power,  but  concurred  in  the 
opinion  of  Judge  Alleh. 
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SECOND    APPLICATION   FOE   PAR- 
TICULARS. 

The  following  order  was  granted  by  Judge  McCue  December  7tb,  1874, 
upon  the  affidavits  of  Mr.  Beecher  (ante,  page  4),  Olin  J.  Claoson  (anU,  page 
.6),  and  Mr.  Shearman  below. 

ORDER  TO  SHOW  CAUSE. 
[Title  of  the  Cause.] 

On  the  affidavits  of  the  defendant  and  of  Olin  J.  Clauson  made  October 
17th,  1874,  and  now  on  file  in  this  court,  and  on  the  affidavit  of  T.  G. 
Shearman  made  December  7th,  1874,  and  all  the  pleadings  and  proceedings 
herein. 

It  is  ordered  tliat  the  plaintiff  show  cause  before  me  at  a  Special  Term  of 
this  court  to  be  held  at  the  Court  House  in  the  City  of  Brooklyn  on  the  10th 
day  of  December.  1874,  at  10  a.  h.,  why  he  should  not  deliver  to  the 
defendant's  attorneys,  at  some  reasonable  time  before  the  trial  of  this  cause, 
a  statement  in  writing  verified  by  his  oath  of  the  particular  times  and  places 
at  which  he  expects  or  intends  to  prove  that  any  acts  of  adultery  or  criminal 
intercourse  took  place  between  the  defendant  and  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff; 
and  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  be  precluded  from  giving  evidence  upon  the 
trial  of  this  cause  of  any  such  acts  not  specified  in  such  bill  of  particulars^, 
and  why  the  defendant  should  not  have  such  other  relief  as  may  be  just ; 
and  In  the  meantime  let  all  proceedings  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  this 
cause  be  stayed. 

A.  MoOuB,  J.  C.  0. 


MOVING  APFIDAVrr. 
[Title  qf  the  Cause,] 

CiJt/y  and  County  of  New  Torh,  ss. 

Thohas  G.  Shearman  being  duly  sworn,  says: 

1.  I  am  one  of  the  attorneys  and  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  this 
cause. 

2.  A  motion  was  heretofore  made  at  a  Special  Term  of  this  court  for  a 
b!U  of  particulars  in  this  cause,  which  motion  was  argued  before  Hon. 
JosBPH  Neilson,  Chief  Judge,  and  was  by  him  denied,  and  his  order  deny- 
ing the  same  was,  on  appeal,  affirmed  by  an  equal  division  of  this  court  at 
General  Term. 

8.  Proceedings  in  this  cause  were  stayed  pending  the  appeal  to  the 
.General  Term  from  the  said  order  of  the  Special  Term,  and  an  appeal  war 
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taken  by  the  defendant  from  the  order  of  the  General  Term  to  the  Court  of 
Appeals;  but  no  application  was  made  for  a  stay  pending  such  appeal,  for 
the  reason  that  the  defendant  was  extremely  unwilling  to  occasion  any  delay 
in  this  cause,  and  the  defendant's  counsel  hoped  to  obtain  a  decision  from 
the  Court  of  Appeals  some  days  in  advance  of  the  time  fixed  for  the  trial, 
which  is  Tuesday,  the  8th  of  December  instant. 

4.  The  said  appeal  was  argued  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  on  Tuesday  last, 
December  Ist,  1874,  and  coimsel  for  the  defendant  specially  requested  the 
court  to  decide  the  a{)peal  at  the  earliest  .day  possible,  so  as  not  to  interfere 
with  the  trial  in  case  the  order  sliould  be  affirmed. 

5.  I  have  just  received  a  tele^'ram  informing  me  that  the  said  order  has 
htcn  reversed  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  this  day,  but  I  do  not  know  what,  if 
any,  order  has  yet  been  entered,  and  the  remittitur  can  not  be  received  until 
to-morrow,  while  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  all  probability  can  not  be 
obtained  before  Wednesday  or  Thursday  next.  I  have  requested  Samuel 
Hand,  Esq.,  who  is  counsel  for  the  defendant  at  Albany,  to  forward  the 
opinion  at  the  earliest  possible  day,  and  I  have  no  doubt  that  he  will  do  so. 
But  until  the  opinion  is  received  the  defendant's  counsel  can  not  know  the 
extent  and  efifect  of  the  decision  of  the  court,  nor  how  far  Ihey  will  be  war- 
ranted in  applying  for  particulars,  and  can  not,  therefore,  safely  bring  on  the 
hearing  of  any  motion  for  that  purpose. 

6.  Wm.  M.  Evarts,  Esq.,  is  the  senior  counsel  for  the  defendant,  and  as 
such,  argued  the  appeal  before  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and  he  has  chief  con- 
trol and  regulation  of  this  cause.  He  is  now  engaged  at  Washington  in  the 
argument  of  a  case  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  in  which 
the  Government  is  interested,  and  which  the  Attorney-General  insisted  on 
bringing  to  argument  this  Term.  It  is  not  probable  that  Mr.  Evarts  can 
return  before  Wednesday,  and  it  is  possible  he  may  not  return  until  Thurs- 
day; and  his  associates  in  this  case  are  unwilling  to  bring  the  motion  for 
paiticulars  to  a  hearing  before  Mr.  Evarts'  return,  and  before  he  has  had  an 
opportunity  to  read  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals. 

Thob.  G.  Shbabman. 
Sworn  to  before  me,  December?,  1874, 

OiiiN  J.  Clausok,  Notary  PubliCy  N,  T.  Co, 

ABeuxsNT  ON  Second  Motion  for  Pakticulars,  beforb  Judge  McCue, 

Thursday,  December  10th,  1874.  * 
Mr,  ehearmun. — If  the  court  please,  this  is  a  motion  renewing  an  applica- 
tioo  for  a  *'  bill  of  particulars,"  as  it  is  called,  under  an  order  that  the  plain- 
tifif  be  required  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  deliver  to  defendant's 
attorney,  at  some  reasonable  time  before  the  trial,  a  statement  in  writing, 
Terified  by  Lis  oath,  of  the  particular  times  and  places  at  which  he  expects  or 
intends  to  pnve  that  any  acts  of  adultery  or  criminal  intercourse  took  place 
between  the  iefendant  and  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff,  and  why  he  should  not 
be  precluded  fK>m  giving  evidence  upon  the  tiial  of  any  such  acts  not  speci- 
fied in  the  bill  «f  particulars,  and  why  he  should  not  have  such  other  relief 

^  An  'AtarmediAte  motioo  relaUng  to  the  time  of  trial  ie  omitted. 
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hH  may  be  just.  This  order  to  show  cause  was  obtained  upon  the  affidavits 
formerly  read,  and  with  which  your  Honor,  having  sat  on  the  appeal  to  the 
Qeneral  Term,  is  familiar,  upon  the  complaint,  the  pnswer,  the  affidavit  of 
the  defendant  and  the  affidavit  of  0.  J.  Clauson,  mai.e  Oct.  17,  1874,  which 
set  forth  the  statement  of  the  plaintiff  published  in  The  Neto  York  Oraphic^ 
in  which  he  alleged  that  these  times  and  places  were  explicitly  made  known 
to  him;  and  it  was  obtained,  further,  upon  a  new  affidavit  of  Thomas  G. 
Shearman,  which  is  not  very  material  to  read,  as  it  simply  states  the  fact  of 
the  appeal  to  the  General  Term,  the  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeals,  the  re- 
versal of  the  order  by  the  Court  of  Appeals,  its  remittance  to  this  court  for 
further  action,  the  fact  that  we  had  not  at  the  time  of  making  this  affidavit 
received  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  the  reasons  why  the  motion  could  not 
be  made  before  Thursday,  in  consequence  of  the  necessary  delay  in  obtaining 
the  opinion  of  the  court  and  remittitur^  and  the  absence  of  Mr.  Evarts.  Mr. 
Evarts  has  but  just  returned  this  morning.  And  I  am  sorry  to  say  that  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  an  official  form  has  not  yet  come  down, 
altliough  we  applied  for  it  immediately.  I  understand  the  fact  to  be  that  the 
opinion,  as  published  in  tiie  newspapers,  is  the  first  draft  of  the  opinion,  and 
before  the  Judges  send  it  out  in  an  official  form,  they  prefer  to  revise  it, 
simply  to  see  that  there  are  no  small  mistakes,  as  to  the  volumes  of  reports, 
the  dates,  and  such  matters.  I  understand  that  the  plaintiff  has  an  affidavit, 
which  he  will  now  read. 

Mr,  Morriit  then  read  the  following  affidavit  : 
[Title  of  the  Cause.] 

City  of  Brooklyn,  Kings  County,  88, — ^Theodore  Til  ton,  the  above-named 
plaintiff,  being  duly  sworn,  deposes:  That  the  sum  total  of  the  knowledge 
now  possessed  by  him  of  the  sexual  intercourse  between  Henry  Ward  Beecher 
and  Elizabeth  R.  Tilton,  and  of  the  times  and  places  thereof,  consist  as  follows: 

First :  Confessions  of  the  said  sexual  intercourse  made  by  Henry  Ward 
Beecher  to  Francis  D.  Moulton,  Emma  R.  Moulton,  and  Theodore  Tilton,  and 
others. 

Second :  Confessions  of  the  said  sexual  intercourse  made  by  Elizabeth  R. 
niton  to  Emma  K.  Moulton,  Martha  B.  Bradshaw,  Florence  Tilton,  Theodore 
Tilton,  and  others. 

Third:  Written  and  printed  papers,  documents  and  letters  by  Henry 
Ward  Beecher. 

Fourth :  Written  and  printed  papers,  documents  and  letters  by  Blizabeth 
R.  Tilton. 

Fifth :  Written  and  printed  papers,  documents  and  letters  by  other  persons. 

Sixth :  Acts,  declarations,  and  conduct  by  said  Henry  Ward  Beecher  and 
said  E.  R.  Tilton,  respectively,  tending  to  prove  such  sexual  intercourse, 
without  locating  it  in  any  time  or  place. 

Seventh :  And  various  circumstances  not  amounting  to  direct  proof,  de- 
rived from  the  acts,  oral  declarations,  and  written  papers  and  documents  of 
the  said  Henry  Ward  Beecher  and  of  other  persons,  communicated  to  him, 
and  admissible  against  him. 

And  deponent  further  says  that  the  aforesaid  confession!,  made  to  others 
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than  this  deponent,  did  not,  to  this  deponent's  knowledge,  nor  did  any  or 
either  of  them,  specify  any  time  when  or  place  where  any  sexual  intercourse 
between  the  said  defendant  and  the  wife  of  this  plaintiff  occurred. 

That  the  confession  so  made  to  this  defendant,  named  but  two  specific 
occasions  and  but  two  places  when  and  where  such  intercourse  was  had, 
namely,  the  one  at  the  house  of  said  defendant,  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  on 
the  10th  day  of  October,  1868,  and  the  other  at  the  house  of  this  plaintiff,  in 
said  city,  on  the  17th  day  of  October,  1868. 

But  this  deponent  is  not  absolutely  certain  that  the  above  are  the  precise 
dates  given  by  said  confessions,  but  is  positive  that  they  were  about  and  very 
near  to  those  two  days. 

Nor  is  this  deponent  positive  that  the  places  assigned  to  these  dates  were 
as  above  stated,  it  being  possible  that  the  intercourse  stated  above  as  occurring 
on  the  10th  October  1868  may  have  been  at  the  house  of  this  deponent,  and 
that  on  the  17th  October  1868  at  the  house  of  the  defendant. 

And  this  deponent  further  says,  that  the  confessions  so  made  to  him  ad- 
mitted various  acts  of  adultery  by  the  said  defendant  with  the  said  wife  of 
this  deponent  between  the  said  10th  of  October  1808  and  the  spring  of  1870, 
but  did  not  particularize  any  time  or  place  otherwise  than  as  above  stated. 

That  this  deponent  does  not  expect  to  be  able  on  the  trial  of  this  action  to 
prove  by  any  eye-witness  any  such  intercourse,  or  to  prove  any  definite  time 
or  place  when  or  where  sucli  intercourse  occurred,  except  by  the  confessions 
aforesaid,  and  that  the  only  proof  of  the  adultery  charged  by  the  complain- 
ant within  the  control  or  knowledge  of  this  deponent,  or  which  he  expects 
to  be  able  to  offer  upon  the  said  trial ;  and  this  deponent  is  unable  to  furnish 
any  farther  or  other  statement  ''of  the  particular  times  or  places  at  which  he 
expects  or  intends  to  prove  that  any  such  acts  of  adultery  or  criminal  intercourse 
t»ok  place  between  the  defendant  and  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff,"  than  is  above 
gven. 

And  this  deponent  respectfully  says  that  any  order  for  particulars  as  prayed 
by  \his  motion  which  shall  preclude  this  deponent  from  maintaining  this  ac- 
tion by  proof  of  confessions,  acts  and  declarations,  and  other  testimony  tend- 
ing \o  prove  the  adultery  named  in  the  complaint,  although  such  evidence 
may  tot  indicate  the  time  and  place  of  its  conmiission,  would  deprive  this  de- 
ponent of  material  testimony,  and.  as  he  is  advised  by  his  counsel,  and  believes, 
wonld  'njuriously  and  unjustly  restrict  his  legal  rights,  and  he  therefore  re- 
spectfulj  prays  and  insists,  in  case  this  court  should  grant  any  order  for  par- 
ticulars, that  a  clause  may  be  inserted  therein  to  the  following  effect,  viz. : 

But  thii  order  is  not  to  be  so  construed  or  applied  as  to  prohibit  the  plaintiff 
on  the  trial  of  this  action  from  introducing  evidence  of  confessions,  acts,  dec- 
larations, uritings  and  documents  which  may  be  admissible  under  the  general 
roles  of  evidence  as  if  this  order  had  not  been  made,  and  which  do  not  in  terms 
refer  to  any  particular  act  or  time  of  adultery,  but  proving  by  such  evidence  the 
adulterous  inlercourse  charged  in  the  complaint,  although  it  may  not  thereby 
appear  to  havebeen  committed  on  any  particular  day  or  at  any  particular  place. 
Sworn  to  before  me  this  10th  day  of  Dec,  1874,  Thbodobb  Tilton. 

Ojco.  W.  Roderick,  Notary  Public. 
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Judge  McCub. — Won't  you  read  that  last  paragraph  again — that  qualifica- 
tion in  the  order  ? 

Mr.  Morris  read  the  paragraph  called  for. 

Mr.  Shearman. — If  your  Honor  please,  before  coming  into  court  I  had 
drawn  up  an  order  which  I  shall  propose,  and  which  I  intended  to  submit  in 
the  course  of  my  argument,  and  I  may  as  well  submit  the  particular  clause  on 
this  point  now.  After  the  usual  order  as  to  particulars,  I  have  inserted  this 
clause : 

**But  this  order  is  not  to  be  construed  as  precluding  the  plaintiff  from  giv- 
ing evidence  of  any  alleged  confession  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  or  any 
such  criminal,  wrongful,  or  improper  acts,  in  which  alleged  confession  no 
particular  time  or  place  shall  be  alleged  to  have  been  referred  to. " 

To  that,  your  Honor,  we,  of  course,  have  no  objection,  because  we  offer  it 
as  right  and  fair,  and  in  accordance  with  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeals 
a«d  the  order  which  we  ourselves  have  drafted.  We  must  object  to  the 
word  *'  acts "  inserted  by  the  gentlemen  on  the  other  side,  because  it  is 
impossible  that  specific  evidence  of  any  acts  should  be  given  that  should  not 
point  to  a  particular  occasion,  and  there  is  an  inconsistency  in  the  language 
of  his  order  because  he  proposes  that  he  shall  be  allowed  to  introduce  gen- 
eral evidence  of  acts  which  shall  not  refer  to  any  specific  acts — taking  out 
the  verbiage  in  his  order.  In  every  other  respect  that  order  as  we  have 
drafted  it  covers  the  entire  ground  proposed  by  the  plaintiff. 

Judge  McCde. — Mr.  Shearman,  can  not  the  proposed  order  be  modified  So 
as  to  make  that  perfectly  clear,  and  to  avoid  that  apparent  inconsistency  ?  I 
understand  their  order  proposes  to  give  in  evidence  acts  which,  however,  do 
not  tend  to  prove  any  particular  act  of  adultery. 

Mr.  Morris. — What  we  propose  is  perfectly  manifest.  When  we  go  to  trial 
upon  this  case  we  want  all  the  legitimate  evidence  to  have  its  legitimate 
force.  We  do  not  want,  after  we  have  introduced  our  evidence,  to  have  the 
order  in  such  a  shape  that  the  court  will  say  that  the  jury,  notwithstanding 
they  find  that  the  adultery  was  committed,  must  go  further  and  declare  that 
it  was  committed  upon  a  particular  day.  There  is  a  manifest  injustice  in  that. 
It  does  not  require  any  argument. 

Mr.  Shearman. — Your  Honor,  I  think  we  shall  be  willing  to  agree 

Mr.  Erarts. — That  is  another  matter,  what  the  jury  have  to  find;  but 
really  there  does  not  appear  to  be  very  much  difference. 

JuiiGE  McOuE. — It  seems  to  me  the  difference  can  be  reconciled. 

Mr.  H^farman. — It  can,  your  Honor,  in  this  way,  by  inserting  after  the 
word  "  acts"  where  it  first  occurs,  where  this  proposed  order  says,  **  He  shall 
not  be  restricted  from  introducing  evidence  of  confessions,  acts  " — inserting 
there,  ** other  than  acts  of  adultery;"  then  it  will  be  consistent  with  the 
latter  part  of  the  clause.  With  that  modification,  we  have  no  objection 
to  take  it. 

Judge  McCue. — ^Mr.  Morris,  they  enable  you  to  prove  all  acts  that  may 
tend  to  prove  the  main  fact  in  the  case — that  you  can  prove  by  any  circum- 
stantial evidence. 

Mr.  EvarU. — The  point,  if  your  Honor  please,  should  l>e  intelligible  to 
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counsel  alike,  and  to  the  court,  it  seems  to  me.  Wo  have  never  insisted, 
except  to  this  extent,  upon  a  bill  of  particulars — that  we  should  know  what 
acts  of  adultery  are  charged,  with  reasonable  precision  of  place  and  circum- 
stance; for  instance,  it  might  be  on  a  journey,  or  during  an  absence  of  a 
week  or  fortnight,  or  what  not.  I  do  not  refer  to  any  circumstance  of  this 
particular  case ;  but,  in  the  experience  of  courts,  that  would  be  precise  enough  ; 
as  it  was  in  The  Qiieen^s  case,  during  a  voyage  from  one  part  of  the  Mediter- 
ranean to  the  other.  We  have  never,  I  trust,  had  any  unprofessional  views 
about  this  matter.  Now  we  want  to  liave  the  facts  concentrated  upon  which 
all  legal  evidence  is  to  bear;  and  that  legal  evidence,  we  admit,  may  be  in 
part  made  up  of  statements — if  they  are  admissible  in  evidence — and  conduct, 
so  to  speak,  that  point  and  emphasize  the  evidence  that  bears  upon  these 
particular  acts. 

Mr,  Morris. — Oh,  yes;  that  is  just  the  rock  upon  which  we  split. 

Mr,  Evarts, — But  when  my  learned  friend  says  that  the  jury  are  to  be  at 
liberty  to  find  other  acts  of  adultery,  than  these,  why,  he  introduces  us  into  a 
larger  range  of  inquiry,  which  must  be  left  for  the  trial,  it  seems  to  me. 

Mr,  MorrU — This  is  the  point.  I  see  the  ditBculty,  and  your  Honor  must 
sec  it.  If  a  particular  day  is  to  \ye  named,  and  we  go  to  trial,  and  we  are 
restricted  to  proving  the  adultery  upon  that  particular  day,  and  the  jury  are 
inBtmcted  to  find  the  act  on  that  particular  day,  or  not  find  against  the 
defendant,  we  are  deprived  of  the  legitimate  advantage  of  our  evidence.  For 
instance,  we  may,  by  such  general  acts,  by  letters  and  by  documents,  be  able 
to  clearly  establish  the  intercourse  between  these  parties ;  we  may  leave  it 
free  from  any  doubt,  and  yet,  notwithstanding  time  is  immaterial,  wholly 
immaterial  as  to  the  act,  yet  if  the  jury  are  to  go  further,  and  say  that  before 
they  can  render  a  verdict,  they  must  find  that  it  was  committed  on  a  particu- 
lar day;  that,  I  submit,  would  be  unfair,  and  be  depriving  us  of  the 
advantage  of  the  legitimate  evidence;  and  the  issue — the  real  issue — could  not 
be  tried  and  determined  in  this  action.  Now,  what  we  want  is  this.  We 
have  obviated  the  objections  that  they  have  heretofore  made  with  reference  to 
surprise.  We  have  given  them  a  frank  statement  in  our  affidavit  as  to  the 
evidence  that  we  propose  to  offer  upon  that  point,  so  that  there  can  be  no 
apprehension  of  surprise.  Now,  what  we  want  is  this:  to  go  to  trial  where 
the  issue  is  in  such  a  form  and  shape  that  the  jury,  when  we  have  introduced 
our  evidence,  may  say  that  the  defendant  is  guilty  of  adultery,  although  they 
are  unable  to  say  that  it  occurred  upon  any  particular  day,  if  it  occurred 
within  the  time  alleged  in  the  complaint.  Now,  that  is  the  issue ;  but  if  the 
jury  are  required  to  go  further,  and  find  that  it  was  committed  upon  the  particu- 
lar day,  this  may  be  the  result:  the  jury  may  be  entirely  unanimous  that  the 
defendant  is  guilty  of  adultery,  and  they  may  be  as  unanimous  that  they  can 
not  find  it  upon  any  particular  day,  and  render  a  verdict  in  his  favor.  Now, 
we  do  not  wish  to  go  to  trial  where  any  such  result  as  that  is  possible.  All 
that  we  ask  is  to  have  this  issue  met  fairly,  where  the  evidence — the  legitimate 
eTidence— may  have  its  legitimate  force  and  legitimate  weight.  We  do  not 
want  to  go  into  the  trial  of  this  cause — it  is  not  right  that  we  should  go  into 
the  trial  of  this  cause— shackled.     That  is  what  we  want ;  that  is  our  view. 
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Tiir.  EvarU, — Your  Honor  sees  at  once  that  there  is  no  such  proposition  of 
the  law  in  the  trial  of  this  particular  issue  of  adultery  (I  do  not  mean  in  this 
particular  case,  but  this  particular  issue  of  adultery  in  any  case  or  any  other 
trial)  dependent  upon  a  fact  for  the  results  to  follow  in  the  judgment  of  the 
court.  There  is  no  such  thing  as  a  unauirajus  opinion  of  the  jury  that  adul- 
tery has  been  committed  without  any  opinion  of  the  jury  that  it  has  ever  been 
committed  at  any  particular  time  or  place.  Now,  that  is  the  diflSculty  in  this 
matter.  There  is  no  such  thing  as  a  conclusion  of  adultery  without  a  con- 
clusion as  to  the  fact  as  produced  in  proof  having  occurred ;  and  if  it  occurred, 
it  occurred  at  some  time  or  place.  Now,  that  is  within  reasonable  limits,  as 
they  say  in  The  Queen's  ease.  Let  it  be  alleged,  as  there,  that  the  adultery 
occurred  during  the  voyage  from  one  part  of  the  Mediterranean  to  another, 
covering  a  space  of  a  fortnight,  if  you  please.  Well,  that  is  time  and  place, 
without  the  necessity  of  evidence  that  it  occurred  on  this  or  that  day,  or  in 
this  or  that  part  of  the  ship.  Your  H(mor  understands  exactly  what  I  mean. 
Now,  if  the  jury  in  that  case — if  there  had  been  a  jury — if  the  peers  who 
tried  the  case  had  not  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  committea  on  that 
voyage,  and  they  had  not  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  was  committed  at 
Naples  or  at  the  other  scenes  of  the  alleged  improprieties,  why,  then,  they 
never  could  have  come  to  a  conclusion  that  it  was  committed  in  general.  It 
seems  to  be  an  apparent  fallacy,  that  there  could  be  a  conviction  that  there 
had  been  adultery,  without  any  opinion  that  it  had  been  committed  at  any  of 
the  times  or  places  toward  which  proof  was  properly  admissible. 

But  it  seems  to  mc.  If  your  Honor  please,  without  occupying  the  attention 
of  the  court  by  longer  discussion,  unless  our  friends  wish  to  be  heard,  that 
the  two  views  on  this  subject,  as  expressed  by  the  counsel,  might  very  easily 
be  handed  to  your  Honor,  and  in  the  light  of  these  affidavits  an  order  framed 
that  would  be  certainly  right. 

Mr,  Morris, — Mr.  Evarts,  may  I  ask  you  a  question. 

Mr,  Ecarts. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Morris, — Do  you  claim  that  if  we  furnish  a  bill  of  particulars  naming 
the  two  dates  contained  in  the  affidavit,  the  lOtb  and  17th  of  October,  that 
the  jury,  in  order  to  find  a  verdict  against  your  client,  must  find  that 
adultery  occurred  on  one  of  those  two  dates  ? 

Mr,  Eoarts. — Certainly. 

Mr,  Morris, — That  is  the  point. 

Mr.  Evarts,^!  do  not  say  it  must  be  the  very  day.  You  can  certainly 
allege  it  is  on  or  about  the  10th. 

JuDGB  McCuE. — ^I  do  not  understand  that  by  the  bill  of  particulars  you  are 
confined  to  the  exact  date. 

Mr,  Evarts, — No. 

Judge  McCue. — Allow  me  to  make  a  suggestion,  because  it  is  very  desir- 
able if  this  can  be  settled  without  further  controversy  that  it  should  be,  to  the 
end  that  there  may  be  a  speedy  trial  and  disposition  of  this  case.  I  under- 
stand the  other  side  to  claim  this,  that  if  you  allege  in  any  case  that  adultery 
was  committed  in  the  City  of  Washington,  that  it  might  be  competent  for 
you  to  prove  that  the  parties  traveled  from  New  York  to  Philadelphia,  and 
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from  Philadelphia  to  Baltimore^  at  such  times  as  they  could  have  re^iched  Wash- 
in^oD  at  or  about  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  alleged  offense.  That 
would  be  proving  acts  of  Ihe  defendant;  but  you  would  not  be  permitted 
under  that  to  prove  that  adultery  had  been  committed  in  Philadelphia  or 
Baltimore. 

Mr,  Evart4. — That  is  it. 

Mr,  Marru. — As  to  the  place  there  is  no  difficulty. 

JiTDOE  McCuE. — Now,  I  understand  that  they  are  willing  that  you  should 
prove  all  acts  tending  to  establish  the  truth  of  the  allegations  contained  in 
jonr  complaint,  or  the  charges  as  to  the  commission  of  adultery,  either  at  the 
plaintiffs  house  or  at  the  defendant's  house,  at  or  about  a  certain  date.  I  do 
not  imagine  that  on  the  trial  you  would  be  limited  to  the  exact  day;  I  do  not 
understand  that. 

Mr,  Morris. — But  that  is  the  point.  We  have  stated  and  limited  ourselves 
on  that  to  two  points  in  our  affidavit.  Now,  why  should  we  be  restricted  any 
further  ?  We  say  in  the  complaint  that  it  commenced  on  the  10th  of  October, 
and  that  at  various  dates  between  the  10th  of  October,  1868 

Mr,  Shearman.— And  1874  ? 

Mr,  Morris. — Well,  of  course,  the  counsel  kndws  that  the  real  period  is 
from  October,  1868,  to  1870;  about  fifteen  or  sixteen  months  is  the  real  period 
the  evidence  will  all  be  confined  to. 

Mr.  Shearman. — Are  we  to  understand  that  it  is  conceded  that  it  ceased 
then  ?  I  should  like  to  know  if  it  is  admitted  that  there  never  was  any  im- 
pro|)er  intercourse  after  that  date,  or  not,  for  the  purposes  of  the  trial ;  wheth- 
er we  are  to  have  any  dispute  about  it  ? 

Mr.  MorriB. — The  evidence,  I  say,  will  be  confined  to  that  point.  I  do  not 
make  that  admission,  because  I  am  convinced  that  it  would  not  be  true,  and 
I  would  not  admit  a  falsehood.  But  this  is  the  point,  now,  if  your  Honor 
pleases,  and  I  do  not  see  tiiat  there  should  be  any  difficulty.  When  we  go  to 
trial  in  this  case  we  introduce  our  general  evidence  showing  the  relation  exist- 
ing between  the  parties,  made  up  of  various  acts  and  circumstances,  the  con- 
duct of  the  party  with  reference  to  the  matter,  from  which,  we  say,  there  is 
only  one  legitimate  deduction.  Now,  we  do  not  want  to  have  the  jury  told, 
**In  order  to  give  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  you  must  find  that  the  adultery 
was  committed  on  the  particular  day.  or  about  the  particular  day,"  if  it  was 
committed  within  the  period.  The  only  issue  here  is  whether  the  defendant 
has  committed  adultery,  or  whether  he  has  not,  during  the  time  that  we  allege. 
Now,  why  should  there  be  any  restriction  at  ail  as  to  the  day  ?  They  know 
our  evidence  with  reference  to  specific  acts  of  adultery;  we  have  disclosed 
that  folly  and  frankly  to  them.  Now,  why  should  there  be  any  restrictions  ? 
Most  surely  they  do  not  in  this  case  want  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
which  should  be  obtained  by  any  restrictions  being  placed  upon  the  jury 
wdich  would  prevent  them  from  giving  the  evidence  its  legitimate  weight. 
That  18  all  we  ask.  Now,  why  should  there  be  any  restriction  at  all  ?  Where 
is  the  occasion  for  it  ?  They  know  the  fact.  We  allege  the  only  two  days 
upon  which  we  have  specific  information  as  to  the  commission  of  the  act; 
we  say  it  was  committed  at  various  times  within  a  certain  period.     Now, 
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would  it  be  any  more  specific  if  we  should  say  that  it  was  committed  on  the 
10th  of  October,  and  on  various  days  between  the  10th  of  October  aod  the 
first  day  of  September,  and  on  the  first  of  September,  and  on  various  days  be- 
tween the  first  of  September  and  the  first  of  November  ?  Would  that  give 
them  any  useful  knowledge  or  information  ?  Would  there  be  any  purpose  to 
be  served,  by  it  for  us  to  allege  or  furnish  them  a  bill  of  particulars  of  that 
kind  ?  To  what  purpose  ?  What  information  does  it  give  them  ?  Now, 
what  earthly  object,  I  ask  your  Honor,  is  there  in  having  any  restriction 
whatever  here  unless  the  purpose  is  to  hamper  us  upon  the  trial  with  reference 
to  our  evidence  ?  Heretofore  they  have  said  that  they  were  afraid  of  sur- 
prise. There  might  be  some  force  iu  that.  They  feared  that  we  would  bring 
witnesses  here  that  they  could  know  nothing  of  to  prove  the  times  and  places 
from  which  we  would  deduce  the  inference  of  adultery,  and  that  they  would 
have  no  opportunity  to  meet  that  kind  of  evidence.  Now,  we  frankly  tell 
them  that  we  propose  no  such  thing.  We  disclose  to  them  frankly  and  fully 
just  how  we  propose  to  prove  adultery  in  this  case.  Now,  I  ask,  can  it  not 
be  safely  left  to  the  court  which  is  to  try  this  case  without  any  limitation  ? 
What  is  the  purpose  of  limitation,  I  ask,  under  the  circumstances,  if  it  is  not 
to  get  an  advantage  of  us  and  to  restrict  us  in  some  way,  so  that  our  evidence 
may  not  have  its  legitimate  result  or  its  due  force  ? 

Now,  I  submit  in  all  candor  to  the  court  that  with  the  facts  now  before  the 
court,  that  have  not  been  before  the  court  before,  with  this  statement  that 
we  have  made— I  submit  in  all  candor  to  the  court  that  I  see  no  reason  for 
the  making  of  any  order  here  whatever. 

Mr,  Shmnnan, — You  are  getting  to  the  argument  on  the  merits. 

Judge  McCuk. — All  this  discussion  has  taken  place  upon  the  idea  that 
your  orders  were  so  nearly  alike  that  they  could  be  accommodated. 

Mr,  MorrxH, — But  they  can  not;  for  when  I  asked  the  counsel,  Mr.  Evarts, 
whether  that  is  his  view — that  if  we  allege  these  two  dates  and  then  we  in- 
troduce our  evidence,  whether  the  jury  would  be  instructed,  or  must  find  the 
adultery  to  be  committed  on  those  dates,  the  answer  is  frankly,  **  on  or  about 
those  dates."    I  say  that  it  is  a  restriction  that  we  ought  not  to  submit  to. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Name  some  date,  some  time,  then. 

Mr,  Morris, — You  do  not  want  us  to  put  in  anything  that  we  do  not  know 
anything  about. 

Mr,  Shearman. — I  suppose  on  the  general  discussion  we  have  a  right  to 
open  and  close.  Now,  may  it  please  your  Honor,  when  we  first  appeared 
before  this  court  with  our  motion  it  was  thought  on  the  other  side  a  very  fit 
subject  for  jesting.  We  have  at  last  got  to  a  point  where  it  is  treated  seri- 
ously. This  motion,  for  which  there  was  no  warrant,  which  had  never  been 
heard  of  before,  which  no  respectable  counsel  would  advocate,  has  been  sus- 
tained not  only  by  the  opinion  of  your  Honor  at  General  Term,  but  your 
Honor's  opinion  has  been  fully  confirmed  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  in  a  most 
able,  learned,  and  exhaustive  opinion.  And  I  congratulate  the  plaintiff  and 
his  counsel  in  this  case  that  after  the  lapse  of  some  months  they  have  got 
over  their  delicacy.  They  actually  have  come  to  the  point  where  their  deli- 
cacy will  allow  them  to  give  these  two  dates,  October  10  and  October  17 
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And  that  great  mystery  of  delicacy  which  was  sliown  by  the  moving  papers, 
that  mystery  of  darkness  which  this  plaintiff  could  not  bring  himself  to  dis- 
close, turns  put  to  be  nothing  in  the  world  but  what  lie  has  disclosed  long 
before,  two  months  before  his  delicacy  had  so  deeply  affected  him.  And  he 
never  had  anything  more  to  tell;  he  knew  nothing'  more,  and  yet  he  wanted 
to  make  the  public  believe  that  he  had  sometliing  dark  and  mysterious 
and  dreadful  behind,  so  shocking  and  so  frightful  that  he  dared  not  utter  it. 

Nov,  if  it  please  your  Honor,  we  have  got  past  all  that; and  we  have 
learned  what  Jie  has,  and  if  he  liad  been  frank  about  that  there  never  would 
have  been  any  necessity  to  have  so  much  trouble  before  the  court;  the  time 
of  the  court  would  not  have  been  wasted,  and  there  would  not  have  been  this 
so-called  delay,  altliou^^h  there  has  not  been  one  day's  delay,  because  there 
has  not  been  a  time  when  this  cause  could  have  been  tried  without  an  extra 
panel  of  jurors,  as  our  opponents  admit  themselves,  and  there  never  has  been 
a  time  when  that  panel  could  have  been  summoned. 

Now,  if  it  please  your  Honor,  we  come  to  the  merits  of  this  motion. 
Permit  me  to  observe  that  there  has  been  an  entire  misapprehension^not  only 
upon  the  other  side,  but  a  misapprehension  very  widespread,  as  to  the  pro- 
priety of  a  motion  such  as  this  in  this  case ;  and  as  I  have  now  to  appeal  to 
your  Honor's  legal  discretion  it  is  necessary  that  I  should  review  some  of  those 
circumstances.  I  will  do  so  very  briefly.  It  is  a  singular  fact  that  the  origin 
of  bills  of  particulars  is  not  in  actions  on  contract,  is  not  in  actions  on  account, 
but  that  in  fact  it  was  a  modern  innovation  iutroduci'd  into  those  actions 
from  criminal  or  quasi  criminal  proceedings.  The  first  book  ever  published 
in  the  law  of  England  which  refers  to  bills  of  particulars  is  a  book  exclusively 
on  criminal  law,  Hawkins's  Pleas  of  the  Crown. 

The  lirit  recorded  instance  in  the  law  of  England  in  which  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars wjis  granted  was  in  an  action  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  adultery. 
Prior  to  the  year  1G92,  in  which  that  bill  of  particulars  was  ordered,  and 
again  a  further  bill  of  particulars  ordered,  there  is  no  example  in  the  reports 
of  England  (and  as  there  were  no  reports  in  this  country,  therefore  no 
'example  in  the  reports  of  the  common  law)  of  a  bill  of  particulars  being 
granted.  Now,  sir,  the  way  in  which  bills  of  particulars  came  to  be  brought 
into  actions  on  contract  w^as  this:  More  than  forty  years  after  this  bill  oi 
particuhirs  was  granted  in  an  action  arising,  or  rather  in  a  judicial  proceeding 
arising  on  the  ground  of  adultery 

Mr.  Morr'm, — If  the  court  please,  I  must  interrupt  the  counsel.  I  did  not 
expect  ti)  go  into  a  general  discussion,  and  it  seems  to  me  to  be  useless.  The 
himple  question  is,  we  ask  that  the  order  made  here,  if  one  is  made,  shall  not 
ham|)er  us  or  restrict  our  verdict. 

JuDGB  McCuK. — Do  you  concede  that  a  bill  of  particulars  ought  to  be 
granted? 

Mr.  Morris, — ^I  concede  upon  the  facts  before  the  court  that  it  ought  not  lo 
be.     1  simply  submit  our  statement  upon  that. 

Mr,  Shmrman. — This  is  a  very  singular  objecticm  that  the  gentleman  has 

to  general  discussion.     We  never  can   bring  up  che  most  trivial  motion,  we 

never  can  raise  the  question  in  the  other  branch  of  the  court,  whether  your 
I.— 7 
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Honor's  order  staying  proceedings  shall  be  respected,  but  the  learned  gentle- 
man must  rise  and  make  a  long  speech  in  discussion  of  the  general  merits. 
Now  he  says  that  he  docs  not  concede  that  the  bill  of  particulars  should  be 
granted.  The  learned  judge  who  presided  the  other  day  in  this  case  inti- 
mated that  it  was  still  a  question  of  discretipn;  and  I  have  no  right  to 
presume  that  your  Honor  is  going  to  exercise  your  discretion  in  any  particu- 
lar way.  When  your  Honor  says  that  you  have  decided  to  grant  this  bill  of 
particulars  I  shall  postpone  my  remarks;  until  then  I  shall  undertake  to  argue 
the  question  according  to  my  views. 

I  say  that  more  than  forty  years  after  a  bill  of  particulars  had  been 
required  in  a  judicial  proceeding,  a  change  was  made  in  the  practice  in  the 
courts  of  England  by  the  Legislature  interfering  to  compel  all  proceedings  to 
be  taken  in  English  instead  of  Latin.  One  of  the  next  results  of  that,  at 
least  one  of  the  incidents  that  followed  almost  immediately  after  that,  was 
that  some  shrewd  practitioner  invented  what  are  commonly  known  as  common 
counts  in  pleadings  upon  contracts.  Prior  to  that  time  it  was  the  custom  to 
have  only  one  or  two  counts,  in  which  the  plaiutiif  set  forth  his  case  very 
fully,  in  as  many  shapes  as  he  saw  fit,  and  in  which  he  went  into  details. 
After  that  the  practice  of  common  counts  was  introduced,  which  meant 
the  practice  of  setting  forth  in  a  very  vague  and  general  form  some 
seven  or  eight  different  modes  of  pleading  the  same  facts.  Now, 
your  Honor,  it  was  after  that  practice  was  introduced  that  bills  of 
particulars  began  for  the  first  time  to  any  appreciable  extent  to  be 
introduced  in  actions  upon  contract,  and  there  is  an  opinion  of  Judge 
Baylet  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  as  late  as  about  the  year  1827 
or  1830  (in  Dowling  Jj  Ryland)^  in  which  he  speaks  of  the  frequency 
of  bills  of  particulars  in  actions  on  contract  as  being  of  comparatively  mod- 
ern dat«.  But  for  200  years  prior  to  that  time,  bills  of  particulars  had  been 
in  use  in  criminal  proceedings,  and  for  140  years  prior  to  that  time  they  had 
been  constantly  required  in  proceedings  for  adultery ;  and  we  come  down 
with  an  unbroken  line  of  precedents  in  such  cases,  showing  that  it  is  from 
actions  like  this  that  proceedings  for  bills  of  particulars  took  their  rise,  and 
that  this  is  not  an  importation  into  a  new  and  foreign  action  of  a  proceeding 
known  heretofore  only  in  actions  on  contract. 

The  question  of  the  power  of  this  court  to  grant  this  order  is  settled. 
The  question  of  legal  discretion  remains.  Now,  upon  that  we  have  again  an 
unbroken  line  of  precedents.  I  call  upon  the  learned  counsel  on  the  other 
side  to  show,  if  they  can,  one  single  action  in  the  history  of  the  law,  brought 
either  for  divorce  or  for  criminal  conversation,  in  which  an  application  for 
particulars  was  made  where  the  pleadings  were  vague,  and  was  denied.  I 
produce  to  your  Honor,  without  having  by  any  means  exhausted  the  list, 
without  desiring. to  weary  you — I  produce  an  unbroken  line  of  precedents  in 
which  such  bills  of  particulars  were  granted.  I  show  you  that  bills  of  par- 
ticulars were  granted  in  cases  where  the  pleadings  were  far  more  definite 
than  in  this  case,  and  that  the  utmost  precision  and  particularity  is  invariably 
required  from  any  person  who  comes  into  court  with  such  a  charge  aa  this, 
and  that  it  is  not  allowed  to  any  one  to  come  into  court,  much  less  to  go  to  a 
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trial,  without  being  prepared  to  prove  with  reasonable  particularity  and  pre- 
cision this  awful  charge. 

This  is  precisely  one  of  those  charges  which  no  man  is  allowed  to  take 
the  responsibility  of  alleging  until  he  is  prepared  with  the  proof.  A  man  may 
be  justified  in  coming  into  court  with  an  action  upon  contract,  with  a  claim 
for  the  price  of  a  few  groceries,  or  for  the  amount  of  a  butcher's  bill,  without 
being  quite  certain  that  he  has  the  witnesses  to  prove  the  precise  and  specific 
facts;  but  when  he  comes  into  court  with  a  charge  like  this,  a  charge  that 
either  brands  with  infamy  his  own  wife  and  another  man,  or  brands  with  a 
thousand-fold  infamy  his  own  brow  for  having  the  audacity  and  the  wickedness 
to  make  a  false  charge  of  this  kind,  the  courts  have  always  from  the  earliest 
day  required  him  to  come  prepared  to  prove  how,  and  when,  and  where  this 
fearful  fact  occurred. 

May  it  please  your  Honor,  if,  I  were  to  go  back  of  the  common-law  prece- 
dents, it  is  a  striking  fact  that  there  is  a  precedent  nearly  2,500  years  old  in 
cases  of  this  kind,  and  that  it  is  recorded  in  a  book  concerning  the  inspira- 
tion of  which  there  is  a  dispute  between  different  branches  of  the  church, 
but  which  is  reverenced  by  two-thirds  of  the  Christian  world  as  an  inspired 
volume,  and  read  by  the  other  one-third  with  respect  as  a  book  of  authen- 
ticity. 

I  refer  to  the  remarkable  story  of  Susannah  and  the  Elders.  In  that  story, 
if  your  Honor  please,  there  were  as  usual  two  witnesses.  It  is  a  singular  fact, 
that  whenever  charges  of  this  kind  are  to  be  got  up  witnesses  always  hunt  in 
couples.  It  has  always  been  so ;  there  has  always  been  the  inevitable  com- 
plainant and  his  mutual  friend.  Now,  may  it  please  your  Honor,  a  certain 
council  of  Elders  met  in  that  case,  and  they  wagged  their  grave  and  venerable 
heads,  they  heard  the  testimony,  of  these  two  men  in  each  other's  presence, 
and  it  was  very  clear  and  very  explicit;  they  had  evidence  as  to  the  actual 
fact.  But  there  was  a  young  man  named  Daniel,  the  junior  judge  on  the 
bench,  who  stopped  them  just  as  they  were  about  to  execute  this  unhappy 
woman,  and  demanded  that  these  two  witnesses  be  put  out  of  court  and  called 
in  separately,  and  that  each  should  produce  his  bill  of  particulars.  And  what 
was  the  result  ?  He  called  in  first  the  great  prototype  of  Mr.  Tilton,  and  he 
demanded  of  him  where  this  act  took  place.  **  Oh,"  says  Mr.  Tilton,  **it 
was  under  an  oak-tree."  He  then  retired.  The  prototype  of  Moulton  was 
called  in  without  any  opportunity  for  consultation,  and  hi^  bill  of  particulars 
was  demanded.  **  Certainly,"  says  he,  **itwas  under  a  cedar-tree."  That 
judgment  has  made  the  name  of  Daniel  famous  ever  since,  and  it  was  because 
the  particulars  were  asked  in  that  case,  that  justice  was  done.  And  wherever 
the  particulars  have  been  had,  and  the  opportunity  for  collusion  has  been 
removed  (as  unfortunately  it  can  not  be  In  this  case),  the  innocent  have  been 
invariably  vindicated. 

But,  sir,  we  have  confidence  that  with  a  proper  statement  of  particulars 
in  this  case  we  shall  have  no  difficulty  in  vindicating  the  innocence  of  our 
client.  I  say  again  that  one  unbroken  line  of  precedents  has  come  down  to 
this  time,  and  I  submit  to  your  Honor  with  deference  that  this  is  not  a  case 
for  mere  arbitrary  discretion,  but  it  is  a  case  in  which  we  are  entitled,  in  tb< 
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prcper,  just  exercise  of  judicial  discretion,  to  this  order.  We  show  a  state 
of  facts  which  makes  it  riglit  and  proper,  and  they  show  that  they  are  able, 
abundantly  able,  to  give  the  particulars.  We  show  that  the  practice  of  the 
courts  is  all  one  way,  and  they  can  not  show  a  case  to  the  contrary  either  in 
this  state  or  any  other;  and  we  submit^  therefore,  that  we  are  reasonably  and 
properly  entitled  to  this  order. 

May  it  please  your  Honor,  I  have  drawn  up  a  form  of  order  which  seems 
to  us  to  be  right  and  just,  and  in   conclusion  I  beg  to  read  it:  **That   the 

the  plaintiff  lurnish  to  defendant's  attorney  forthwith,  and  at  least clear 

days  before  the  commencement  of  the  trial  of  this  action,  a  statement 
of  particulars  verified  by  the  oath  of  the  plaintiff,  setting  forth  the  particu- 
lar times  and  places  at  which  he  expects  or  intends  to  offer  proof  that  any 
criminal,  wrongful,  or  improper  act  occurred  between  the  defendant  and  the 
wife  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  plaintiff  be  and  he  hereby  is  precluded 
from  offering  any  evidence  at  the  trial  of  this  action  tending  to  prove  the 
occurrence  of  any  such  criminal,  wrongful,  or  improper  act  at  any  other  time 
or  place  than  such  as  shall  be  specifically  set  forth  in  the  said  statement  of 
particulars." 

Mr,  Morris, — I  propose  to  say  a  few  words,  if  your  Honor  please.  The 
Older  propoifed  by  the  counsel  would  have  this  effect 

J/r.  Skearnmn. — Excuse  me  one  moment  Of  course,  with  the  clause  ad- 
mitting evidence  of  confessions;  I  did  not  read  that. 

Mr,  Morris, — Yes.  The  order  proposed  by  the  counsel  would  have  this 
effect  (and  I  mn  see  no  other  purpc'so  of  any  such  order),  of  excluding  practi- 
cally ail  general  evi  ence,  and  reducing  it  to  the  confession  made  by  the  de- 
tendant  to  the  plaintiff.     That  is  the  practical  result. 

Judge  McCue. — Let  me  relieve  you  to  a  certain  extent;  under  the  decision 
of  the  Cimrt  of  Appeals,  testimony  of  general  confessions  would  be  clearly 
:;diiiissible. 

Mr,  Morris, — I  understand  that,  your  Honor;  I  will  come  to  that. 

jLEGb  McCuE.— And  whatever  ordir  I  mi.y  make,  it  1  determine  lo  give 
he  bill  of  particulars,  I  should  not  attempt  to  restrict  you  from  the  proof  of 
n\  g(  neral  acts  (T  declarations  which  might  have  a  tendency  to  prove  the 
.   i.i  issue. 

ur,  A>r/ ;•/«.;— That  your  Honor  would  leave  to  the  laws  of  evidence  ? 
^  DGE  McCuE. — That  T  would  leave  to  be  disposed  c»f  on  the  trial. 

Ir,  Morris, — But  that  is  not  the  idea  of   counsel.     This  is   the  effect 
.a- lit  to  be  produced  by  the  order,  and  this  is  the  restriction  sought  to  be 
lUi^  os^'d  upon  us,  and  we  say  it  is  onerous  and  unjust,  and  prevents  an  im- 
partial trial  of  the  issue  in  this  case — a  fair  trial.     That  is,  if  we  are  allowed 
lo  intioduce  our  general  evidence,  our  general  acts,  declarations,  and  circum- 
iuuces  going  to  establish  the  criminal  relation  between  these  parties,  and  if 
hat  evidence  is  conclusive  upon  that  point,  if  it  is  absolutely  conclusive 
hat,  during  the  period  alleged,  this  interccmrse  occurred  between  these  par- 
L.ci*,    we  are  not  entitled,  under  this  restriction,  to  a  verdict.     It  is  against 
that  that  we  complain. 

Judge  >.cCu£. — Perhaps  I  did  not  make  mvself  understood. 


ARGUMENT    ON    TUE    MOTION,  101 

Mr.  Morris. — I  will  make  myself  clear,  if  voar  Honor  please.     The  point 
is  perf»  ctly  clear,  and  I  see  it ;  that  is  llie  only  purpose  of  this  order.     I  sa  . 
your  Honor,  we  may  establish  the  guilt  of  the  defeudant  beyond   arguuu> 
I  say  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  mny  get  up  before  ihe  jury  and  aduiii  t 
guilt  of  their  client,  and  yet  we  may  not  be  entitled  to  a  verdict  under 
order.     That  is  what  I  assert,  and  I  will  make  myself  clear,  .think,   i  | 
that  point.     Now,  with  this  restriction,  the  jury  can  not  say  simply,  *'     «. 
have  proved  the  adultery,"  and  therefore  give  us  a  verdict,  but  they   ar 
quired  to  go  one  step  further,  and  find  that  it  was  committed  on  the  panl 
lar  day  alleged  before  they  can  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.     Well,    \\  ■ 
will  be  the  argument  ?   Why,  the  counsel  will  say  to  tlu  jury,  **  Where  is 
evidence  that  this  was  committed  on  the  10th.  except  the  bare  confes-ion  :  * 
They  exclude  all  others.     Supposing  we  put  in  the  bill  of  particulars  ww 
other  day.     **  Where  is  the  evidence  ?"  will  be  run":  in  the  ears  of  the  jury 
"Where  is  the  evidence  that  any  adultery  was  committed  on  that  paiti<u  ar 
day  ?'*     That  will  be  the  burden  of  the  cU.im  to  the  jury — '*  You  must  fi  •', 
upon  your  oaths,  that  it  was  committed  upon  a  particular  day.**     Well,  this 
general  evidence  does  not  point  to  any  particular  day.     We  say  that  we  hav< 
a  right  to  a  vtrdict,  if  we  establish  the  guilt  of  the  def«»ndant  at  any  time 
within  the  period  alleged  in  our  complaint.     But  it  would  not  only  require 
the  jury  to  go  further  after  finding  the  guilt  of  the  defendant,  and  Siiy  it  uas 
upon  a  particular  day,  but,  in  considering  the  main  question  of  ^uilt,  theii 
minds  would   be  hampered  by  the  other  consideration  as  to  the  time,  as  to 
the  particular  day  when  it  was  committed,  and  they  would  consider  it  as  a 
mixed  question;  the  time  when  it  was  committed  and  the  fact  of  its  com- 
mission are  considered  by  the  jury  necessarily ;  it  would  be  considered  as  a 
mixed  question.     Now  I  say  that  is  not  fair.     I  say  that  if   we  prove  our 
case,  as  alleged  in  our  complaint;  that  the  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  adul- 
tery at  any  time  (because  the  day  is  not  material,  it  is  the  act) — if  we  prove 
that  the  act  of  adultery  was  committed  on  any  day,  or  at  any  time  within 
the  period  alleged,  we  should  be  entitled  to  a  verdict,  and  not  be  hampered 
by  any  such  restriction.     You  see,  at  once,  that  the  jury  are  not  left  free  to 
consider  the  main  question,  because,  as  I  say,  their  minds  are  considering  the 
other  question — the  day.     In  looking  at  the  evidence,  their  minds  would  be 
upon  the  day.     '*  What  is  there  in  this  evidence?    How  does  this  evidenee 
point  to  that  day  ? "     Well,  it  don't  point  to  the  day;  it  points  to  the  act. 

The  counsel  says  that  we  are  reduced  to  two  witnesses.  By  no  means. 
The  first  witness  we  shall  call  upon  the  stand  in  this  case — (I  do  not  mean  in 
person) — our  first  witness  will  be  the  defeudant  himself.  And  when  we  have 
exhausted  the  testimony  of  the  witness  that  we  shall  first  introduce,  the  de- 
fendant himself,  we  will  claim  that  we  have  established  the  act  of  adultery 
without  going  one  step  further,  though  we  shall  go  further.  But  the  evidence 
outside  that  we  shall  offer  in  the  first  instance  in  that  respect,  does  not  point 
to  any  particular  day.  It  points  to  the  fact;  it  establishes  the  fact  that  he  is 
guilty  of  adultery,  but  not  upon  any  particular  day.  Within  this  period,  it 
establishes  the  fact,  within  the  period  alleged  in  the  complaint;  not  on  any 
particular  day.     Is  that  evidence  to  be  excluded  ?    Or  is  the  jury  to  say  that 
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that  evidence  points  to  a  particular  day  when  it  does  not,  when  there  is 
nothing  upon  the  face  of  it  that  points  to  or  indicates  any  particular  day  ? 

And  yet  it  as  clearly  points  to  the  act  as  though  it  was  a  declanition  made 
by  the  defendant  himself  of  the  fact  orally.  iS^ow,  I  object  to  j^oing  to  trial 
in  this  case  with  any  shackles  at  all.  We  say,  let  us  meet  the  main  question 
here,  unhampered  by  any  restrictive  order.  Let  us  meet  the  main  question, 
the  fact  of  adultery,  and  if  we  establish  that  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury,  we 
are  entitled  to  our  verdict.  And  it  would  be  a  great  hardship ;  it  might  result, 
and  would  naturally,  in  the  very  injustice  that  I  have  indicated,  by  prevent- 
ing the  jury  from  giving  the  legitimate,  natural  weight  to  our  evidence  that 
it  is  entitled  to. 

Why  this  restriction  ?  What  is  its  purpose  ?  Simply  that  the  jury  may  be 
told  that  they  must  find  that  it  was  committed  on  the  particular  day  ftUoged. 
We  submit  that,  the  parties  being  informed  as  to  the  points  that  they  have 
contended  for  heretofore,  there  should  be  no  restriction  whatever.  Your 
Honor  has  the  discretion;  the  Court  of  Appeals  say  so.  We  do  not  argue 
that  question.  But  I  ask  your  Honor  if,  upon  the  facts  now  before  you,  it  is 
right  that  we  should  be  restricted  in  any  particular.  What  is  the  objj'ct  ?  Is 
n't  it  plain  ?  Is  n't  it  manifest  ?  Is  it  intended  to  meet  the  issue  fairly  ?  If 
80,  why  do  you  want  a  verdict  in  favor  of  your  client  that  he  did  not  commit 
adultery  on  the  particular  day  ?  If  you  get  a  verdict  for  your  client,  let  that 
verdict  be  general.  Let  it  be  that  he  did  not  commit  adultery  on  any  day 
within  the  period  alleged.  Don't  say  that  on  five  hundred  days  he  may  have 
committed  adultery,  but  on  the  five  hundred  and  first  day  we  have  failed  to 
prove  that  he  did  so.  That  is  not  the  contest  here.  The  question  is  adultery 
or  no  adultery;  not  whether  it  is  adultery  on  the  10th  day  of  October  or  the 
17th  day  of  October,  or  on  any  other  day,  but  is  it  adultery  ?  We  allege  it. 
We  say  we  are  prepared  to  prove  it.  Give  us  the  opportunity-,  but  don't  beml 
us  before  the  jury  with  shackles  on,  and  don't  hamper  the  jury  and  put  chains 
upon  them,  but  let  them  say  whether  there  has  been  adultery  on  either  one  nf 
those  four  or  five  hundred  days,  or  at  any  time  during  that  period.  Do  not 
compel  them  to  say,  *'  There  has  been  adultery,  but  it  was  not  uj)on  that  day, 
or  we  can't  say  upon  our  oaths  that  it  was  upon  that  day."  As  I  said  before, 
the  result  would  be  naturaL  Just  this  result  may  occur,  the  jur}^,  every  one 
of  them,  believing  upon  the  evidence  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of 
adultery,  and  every  one  of  them  unable  to  say,  upon  their  oaths  and  con- 
sciences, that  it  occurred  upon  the  particular  day  alleged,  or  stated  in  the  bill 
of  particulars.  That  may  be  the  result.  And  I  say  that  it  is  possible,  under 
this  restriction,  that  the  counsel  might  admit  to  the  jury  that  their  client  had 
been  guilty  of  adultery,  and  yet  have  a  verdict  vindicating  him,  so  far  as  such 
a  yerdict  could  vindicate  him,  from  the  charge.  Now,  that  is  what  we  pro- 
test against.  We  object  to  being  hampered  or  restricted  at  all,  upon  this  trial, 
with  reference  to  our  evidence.  We  wish  to  be  left  free  to  offer  all  competent 
evidence,  and  we  want  the  jury  left  free  to  consider  that  evidence  unrestricted 
or  unhampered  by  any  other  consideration  intermingled  with  it,  but  to  consider 
the  one,  sole,  single  fact,  *'  Is  the  defendant  guilty  of  adultery,  or  is  he  not  \  " 
And  as  that  fact  is  found,  so  let  the  jury  pronounce.     That  is  whut  we  insist 
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apoD,  and  we  aay  that  this  order  to  restrict  us  would  embarrass  and  hamper  the 
jury.  It  would  not  leave  the  jury  free  to  consider  the  evidence  as  they  ought 
to  be,  but  in  considering  it  they  must  all  the  while  be  looking  for  the  day, 
and  trying  to  apply  it  to  the  particular  day,  and  where,  upon  the  face  of  the 
letters,  and  by  the  circumstances  and  the  acts  of  the  defendant,  it  does  not 
point  to  a  particular  day,  it  can  not  have  its  legitimate  weight  with  the  jury. 
Now,  where  the  necessity,  I  ask  again,  in  view  of  the  statement  that  your 
Honor  has  now  before  you,  of  any  order  whatever  in  this  case  ?  It  is  a  matter 
of  discretion  with  your  Honor.  Because  the  Court  of  Appeals  have  said  chat 
you  have  the  power,  is  that  the  reason  why  they  should  have  this  bill,  when 
we  come  in  now  with  the  facts  we  have  submitted  to  your  Honor,  which  per- 
fectly answer  all  the  objections  that  they  have  heretofore  raised  ?  The  sole 
ground  upon  which  they  have  rested  their  application  for  a  bill  of  particulars, 
the  very  ground  upon  which  they  put  it  in  the  moving  affidavit,  is  that  they 
anticipated  false  and  manufactured  evidence  with  reference  to  times  and 
places.  We  come  in  and  tell  them  what  our  evidence  is  upon  that  point.  Bo 
that  the  very  reason  they  aver  in  their  moving  affidavit,  why  they  should 
have  a  bill  of  particulars,  is  thoroughly,  fully,  and  completely  answered. 
You  say  you  are  afraid  of  being  surprised  by  such  evidence;  that  we  will 
bring  forward  witnesses  to  testify  to  these  facts.  We  tell  you  our  evidence 
upon  that  point.  Where,  then,  the  necessity  of  any  order  with  reference  to 
it?  And  what  reason,  I  ask  your  Honor  again,  can  there  be  in  this  case, 
except  to  hamper  us  and  the  jury ;  what  reason  is  there  in  the  restriction  if  it 
is  not  intended  that  the  jury  shall  be  required  to  say,  before  they  can  render 
a  verdict,  that  it  occurred  upon  the  particular  day  it  may  be  alleged  in  the 
bill  of  particulars.  And  that  will  be  the  burden  of  the  argument  upon  the 
trial;  the  jury^s  minds  will  be  called  to  that  fact,  and  they  will  be  reminded 
of  the  fact  that  there  is  not  any  evidence,  that  these  letters  that  are  intro- 
duced  (whatever  they  may  prove),  prove  adultery  on  the  particular  day 
averred  in  the  bill  of  particulars;  so  that  the  minds  of  the  jury  will  be  drawn 
off  of  the  main  issue  and  the  main  fact  in  the  consideration  of  this  cose,  and 
we  can  not  have  the  benefit  of  the  evidence.  Take,  for  infetance,  the  very 
first  letter  that  we  shall  introduce,  probably, — take  any  letter.  Your  Honor 
has  seen  some  of  the  evidence,  and  much  of  the  document.! ry  evidence  has 
been  published.  Take  the  letter  of  Jan.  1,  take  the  letter  of  Feb.  5,  or  June 
1,  or  any  other  of  the  letters ;  and  while,  as  we  claim,  they  establish  the  fact 
beyond  all  question,  there  is  nothing  upon  the  face  of  those  letters  that  indi- 
cate any  particular  day  or  any  particular  time ;  but,  in  connection  with  other 
facts  and  circumstances,  they  bring  it  within  the  period  alleged  in  the 
complaint.  Now,  I  ask,  shall  the  jury  be  compelled  to  say  that  that  has 
reference  to  a  particular  day,  when  there  is  nothing  upon  the  face  of  the 
letters  to  indicate  a  particular  day;  and  because  that  evidence  does  not 
indicate  a  particular  day,  shall  the  jury  be  told  that  they  can  not  find  a 
▼erdict  unless  they  find  the  immaterial  fact,  the  particular  day,  because  it  is 
an  immaterial  fact  in  this  case  ?  Now,  that  is  the  object,  and  the  only  possible 
object  there  can  be  in  any  order  restricting  us  upon  the  trial  here.  It  can 
have  no  other  object;  it  can  have  no  other  elfect  than  just  the  effect  that  I 
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have  referred  to,  and,  indeed,  it  ifl  confessed  here  by  counsel.  Counsel  say 
that  that  is  what  they  claim.  Counsel  mean  that  we  shall  be  compelled  to 
prove  upon  the  trial  that  the  adultery  was  committed  on  the  particular  day, 
or,  as  modified  by  the  expression  of  the  counsel,  at  about  the  day.  What 
does  **  about  the  day  "  mean  ?  It  all  comes  back  to  the  fact  that  the  jury  must 
consider  the  evidence  in  connection  with  the  date,  when  the  evidence,  the 
general  evidence,  does  not  point  to  any  particular  date,  but  points  to  the  act 
and  the  fact  itself,  not  the  day,  or  the  date,  or  the  particular  time,  but  to  the 
fact;  and  why  should  we  be  deprived  of  the  natural  effect  of  our  evidence  ? 
Why  shall  not  the  jury  take  this  evidence  and  say  and  determine  the  one 
particular  fact,  and  that  alone:  Does  this  evidence  establish  the  fact  alleged 
in  the  complaint,  to  wit,  that  the  defendant  committed  adultery  with  the 
wife  of  the  plaintiff  during  the  period  alleged  in  the  complaint  ?  What  other 
purpose,  I  ask,  is  there  in  the  order  ?  What  otiier  effect  can  it  have  ?  And, 
if  it  has  that  effect,  then  we  are  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  our  evidence.  The 
jury  are  not  left  free  to  consider  the  force  and  the  effect  of  our  evidence,  the 
force  and  the  effect  of  the  act,  and  all  the  circumstances  going,  as  wo  say,  to 
establish  the  main  fact. 

Now,  why,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  should  there  be  any  restriction  of  the 
kind  ?  Should  not  the  whole  question  be  left  to  the  court  who  tries  the  case, 
and,  especially,  since  we  have  so  fully  met  the  objection  that  they  have  here- 
tofore raised,  or  the  consideration  why  they  should  have  a  bill  of  particulars 
because  they  were  afraid  that  we  were  going  to  produce  false  and  mauufuc- 
tured  evidence  with  reference  to  times  and  places  wliich  they  would  be  unable 
to  meet  upon  the  trial  ?  We  say,  in  answer  to  that,  there  is  the  evidence  and 
the  only  evidence  thut  we  have  with  reference  to  the  particular  point  that  you 
raise.  Now,  what  more  do  they  ask  ?  What  more  have  they  a  right  to  tliau 
that?  We  say  you  need  have  no  apprehension  upon  that  poin!.  There  is 
our  evidence.  We  disclose  it  to  you.  It  don't  make  any  difference  whether 
we  have  heretofore  refused  to  disclose  it.  We  didn't  believe  they  had  a  right 
even  to  that  much;  we  don't  now  believe  they  have  a  right  even  to  that 
much;  we  don't  believe  it  is  a  case  where  the  court  ought,  under  any  circum- 
stances, to  exercise  the  discretion  to  give  a  bill  of  particulara ;  but  we  waive 
that  consideration,  and  we  furnish  them  the  evidence;  we  furnish  them  the 
fact;  and  now  they  chide  us  because  we  do  furnish  Ihem  with  the  fact,  and 
thus  take  away  any  possible  excuse  that  they  may  have  for  asking  a  bill  of 
particulars  in  this  case.  Now,  why  not  leave  it  as  it  is  ?  They  have  got  all 
the  information  they  can  have,  and  what  object  is  there  except  to  get  some 
advantage  with  reference  to  the  trial  and  the  determination  and  the  consider- 
ation of  the  evidence  ?  If  it  is  to  have  no  effect  upon  our  evidence,  if  the 
jury  are  to  be  left  free  and  unhampered  to  consider  the  elfect  of  all  our  evi- 
dence, then  there  is  no  necessity  for  the  order.  If  the  effect  is  to  hamper  or 
restrict  us  in  any  degree,  however  slight,  then  the  order  should  not  be  granted 
and  that  that  is  the  effect  of  it,  I  think  I  have  clearly  shown  to  your  Honor, 
that  the  jury  would  not  only  be  required,  under  the  order,  to  find  the  fact, 
the  material  fact,  and  the  only  material  fact,  but  they  must  go  one  step  fur- 
ther and  find  an  immaterial  fact,  befoD  they  can  pronounce  judgment  upon 
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the  material  fact.  Now,  we  don't  think  that  is  proper.  We  say  they  are  not 
entitled  to  any  such  restrictive  order  as  that.  All  we  ask  is  the  opportunity 
to  f^o  to  trial  here  unhampered,  and  then  we  are  ready. 

Mr.  Eoarts. — If  the  court  please,  in  this  case,  as  in  every  other  case,  the 
burden  is   upon  the  plaintilf  to  prove  his  allegations,  and   not  upon  the  de- 
fendant to  disprove  any  chiirgcs  that  can  or  may  be  made  against  him.     All 
evidence  on  the  defendant's  part,  that  went  beyond  pertinency  to  the  charges 
of  the  plaintiff,  would  be  ruled  out  as  irrelevant.     If,  then,  this  plaintiff  in 
this  cast'  is  unable  to  assign  and  to  prove  any  act  of  adultery  within  the  gen- 
eral rules  of  law  and  evidence,  this  case  must  be  dismissed  with  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant;   the  defendant  would  not  be  permitted  to  go  on  and  prove 
that  all  other  charges,  imputations,  and  insinuations  that  had   been   made 
a/grainst  him   were  equally  false.     So  much,  then,  for  the  suggestion  that  it 
will  be  an  unsatisfactory  verdict  for  this  defendant,  and  for  his  counsel,  and 
for  the  public,  that  he  is  discharged  from  the  imputations  legally  made  against 
him  in  this  suit.     Those  are  the  only  imputations  that  he  had  an  opportunity 
to  meet,  and   when  he  has    met  those,  and  the  verdict  is  for  him,  he  is  dis- 
charged until  some  other  legal  and  definite  cliarge  is  made  against  him,  and 
that  is  thf  difference   between  a  trial  in  court,  under  the  constraint  of  the 
law,  under  the  control  of  the  Judge,  under  the  solemnity  of  oaths,  under  the 
practiced  supervision  on  the  one  side  and  the  other  of  competent  counsel  to 
see  that  i)roof  relating  to  issues,  and  ending  in  satisfactory  results,  is  pro- 
duced.    Xow,  my  learned  friend  says  that,  under  the  restrictions  which  m.ay 
be  adopted,  they  might  be  limited  in  their  proof,  and  the  defendant  might 
rise  in  court  and  by  his  counsel  admit  that  within  the  pleadings  he  had  been 
guilty  of  adultery,  and  still  the  verdict  would  be  in  his  favor.     Is  your  Honor 
a^ked  to  put  a  restriction  upon  the  defendant's  proof  of  his  own  guilt,  or  his 
admissions  of  his  own  guilt,  within  the  issues  of  these  pleadings  ?     No,  only 
that  the  defendant  may  be  adviseil  of  what  points   in  fact  and  conduct  of  hia 
are  alleged  to  be  the  basis  of  the  plaintiff's  complaint,  and  of  the  plaintiff's 
proof  against  him.     Now,  there  are  several  curious  suggestions  in  regard  to 
the  impropriety  of  your  Honor  exercising  a  discretion  in  this  case,  to  the  end 
and  effect  that  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel.     It  is  Siiid  that  the  affida- 
vit whicli  has  been  read  here  is  substantially  a  sworn  bill  of  particulars,  and 
rto  other  should  be  required.     All  we  ask  is  that  your  Honor  should  make  it 
a  fixed  bill  of  purticul  irs,  not  flexible,  not  to  be  evaded,  not  to  be  forgotten, 
not  to  be  neglected.     They  give  as  a  reason  why,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  there  should  not  be  an  order  for  a  bill  of  particulars  for  the  defendant's 
protection,  the  fact  that  it  will  do  no  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  for  he  has  sworn 
that  he  has  no  other  occasions  or  times  on  which   he  expects  to  fix  this  guilt 
except  these.     All  we  ask  is  that  that  be  so  ascertained.     But,  then,  our 
learned  friends  object  that  beyond  the  limitation  to  the  facts  and  acts  as  de- 
scribed within  the  bill  of  particulars  there  will  be  some  shadow  of  injurious 
influence  of  suppression  or  distortion  upon  the  evidence  that  they  may  adduce 
bearing  on  those  facts.     What  is  there  in  your  Honor's  order  that  undertakes 
to  invade  the  domain  of  counsel  or  the  discretion  of  the  presiding  Judge  at 
I  he  trial  as  to  tlie  range  of  evidence,  general  in  the  shape  of  confessions, 
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general  in  the  shape  of  conduct,  general  in  the  shape  of  relations  between  the 
parties  accased,  from  which  there  converges  upon  the  acts  of  adultery  moral 
and  actual  proof  of  their  commisaion  ?  Nothing  whatever.  The  law  takes 
care  of  that.  It  having  ascertained  the  times  and  occasions  in  the  actual 
physical  connections  of  these  parties  in  which  you  propose  to  fix  the  guilty 
conduct  that  results  in  a  verdict;  then  the  law  of  evidence  applicable  in  these 
cases,  well  understood,  doubtless  well  to  be  applied,  by  the  learned  judge 
who  will  preside,  whoever  he  may  be,  determines  from  what  sources,  in  what 
shape,  from  what  witnesses  the  evidence  shall  be  received  tending  to  prove 
that  those  facts  exist.  Now,  nothing  is  better  settled  than  that  in  cases  of 
this  kind  (the  actual  sexual  contact  not  being  expected  to  be  proved  in  the 
general  experience  of  life),  proximate  acts  are  admitted,  engaged  affections, 
liabits,  relations,  deviations  from  the  ordinary  proprieties  of  life,  all  that  con- 
verges; but  still,  upon  the  principle  that  only  as  to  a  time  and  place  reason- 
ably ascertained,  and  within  just  limits,  proof  on  one  side  and  the  other  may 
be  properly  adduced  to  bear  upon  the  jury^s  determination  of  the  principal 
act. 

Now,  my  learned  friends  say  that  *it  is  within  sixteen  months,  and  that 
that  is  not  a  very  long  range  for  a  man  to  be  prepared  with  evidence  to  meet 
any  unexpected  suggestions.  Well,  but  their  complaint  is  six  years,  and  not 
sixteen  months;  and  now  we  are  brought  down  to  what  we  have  been  striv- 
ing to  get  at,  that  this  plaintiff  has  no  knowledge  and  no  facts  that  will 
prove  adulterous  connection  except  at  the  times  and  places  named.  That 
ought  to  be,  certainly,  a  very  gratifying  thing  to  him.  We  have  had  vague 
notions  of  long-continued  adulterous  connection.  Now,  there  is  no  evidence, 
there  is  no  knowledge  concerning  time  and  place,  concerning  the  range  of 
adulterous  connection  that  goes  beyond  the  reasonable  embrace  of  these 
periods.  Say,  take  the  month  of  October,  and  at  one  or  the  other  house.  We 
have  no  desire  to  have  any  unreasonable  limitations;  but  when  this  is  dis- 
closed as  being  all  within  the  knowledge  which  led  to  the  action,  all  that  the 
plaintiff  upon  his  responsibility  is  willing  to  propound  articulately,  then  to 
be  met  w*ith  a  charge  that  there  had  been  adultery  committed  in  the  years 
1873,  1872,  1871,  1870,  and  1869,  is  simply  an  introduction  into  the  trial  of  a 
fact  that  is  not  within  the  cause  of  action  as  proposed,  and  now  exposed  by  a 
bill  of  particulars.  Well,  now,  I  will  agree,  it  seeming  to  be  settled  thiCt 
under  that  judicial  discretion  which  your  Honor  is  to  exercise, — not  a  per- 
sonal discretion,  the  case  is  such  that  a  bill  of  particulars  is  proper,  why  all 
that  belongs  to  the  particular  case  as  produced  in  the  affidavit  of  this  plain- 
tiff makes  it  more  proper,  because  it  is  no  injury  to  him,  and  it  is  only  suitable 
that  your  Honor  should  see  that  it  is  necessary  ex  nbundanti  cantda^  for  other- 
wise it  is  not  necessary  at  all;  and  a  reasonable  proviso  in  this  limitation  of 
the  facts  to  be  proved  is  not  to  be  considered  as  suppressing  any  rightful  ctI- 
dence  bearing  upon  that  fact. 

Mr.  MarrU. — One  suggestion,  if  your  Honor  please.  The  counsel  has 
begged  the  whole  question  and  issue  between  us.  He  says  that  if  the 
defendant  is  acquitted  according  to  the  general  rules  of  evidence  and  law, 
that  will  be  the  vindication,  because  we  have  no  right  to  go  beyond  that. 
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That  IB  just  what  we  are  claiming  here.  We  are  claiming'  that  we  may  be 
permitted  to  go  to  trial,  governed  by  the  rules  of  evidence  and  by  the  general 
principles  of  law  well  establislied,  and  it  is  just  what  they  are  trying  to 
prevent  us  from  doing.  They  are  trying  to  interpose  here  restrictions. 
Xow,  the  law  with  reference  to  these  cases  is  well  settled,  and  the  evi- 
dence  

Mr.  EcarU. — I  must  object  to  this,  if  your  Honor  please.  I  close  the 
case. 

Judge  McCue. — Mr.  Morris  wants  to  say  a  few  words  in  reply. 

Mr,  Morris, — We  object  to  the  restriction ;  and  according  to  the  sugges- 
tion of  the  counsel  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  bill  of  particulars,  but  only  to  the 
rights  that  the  law,  as  well  settled,  guarantees  him,  and  the  general  rules  of 
evidence.  That  is  all  we  ask,  that  we  be  governed  and  controlled  by  the 
well-settled  principles  of  law,  and  by  the  rules  of  evidence  established,  with- 
oot  any  restrictive  order  at  all  in  the  case. 

Judge  McCue. — Let  me  ask  if  Mr.  Moul ton's  or  Mr.  Tilton's  statement  of 
October  or  September  is  in  the  papers  before  the  court,  or  extracts  from  it  f 

Mr,  Shearman, — ^Extracts  from  it. 
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On  December  11,  1874,  Judge  McCue  delivered  the  following  opinion: 

McCuE,  J. — The  court  of  last  resort  has  decided  that  this  court  has 
power  to  order  a  bill  of  particulars  in  all  descriptions  of  actions  when  the 
circumstances  are  such  that  justice  demands  that  a  party  shall  be  apprised  of 
the  matters  for  which  he  is  to  be  put  on  trial,  with  greater  particularity  than 
is  required  by  the  rules  of  pleading. 

Application  is  now  made  by  the  defendant  for  a  statement  in  writing, 
verided  by  the  plaintiff,  of  the  particular  times  and  places  at  which  he  expects 
or  intends  to  prove  the  commission  of  any  criminal  acts  between  the  defendant 
and  the  plaintiff^s  wife. 

After  a  careful  examination  of  the  papers  submitttid  on  the  motion,  and 
after  deliberating  upon  the  able  and  suggestive  arguments  of  counsel,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  present  case  is  a  proper  one  for  the  exercise  of  judicial  dis. 
cretion,  and  that  the  plaintiff  can,  without  any  injustice  to  himself,  give  the 
defendant  the  information  desired  by  him,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  prepare 
fully  to  meet  the  plaintiff^s  charges. 

The  law  imposes  no  impossibility,  and  does  not  require  from  the  plaintiff 
the  designation  of  a  precise  day,  at  the  hazard  of  failure  of  justice  if  he  fail 
to  prove  the  act  upon  the  precise  day  named.  It  is  sufficient  if  he  designates 
the  day  with  soch  reasonable  approximation  as  that  the  defendant  is  fairly 
apprifl«i  of  the  charge. 

In  view  of  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  read  on  this  motion,  it  will  be  suffi- 
cient for  him  to  state  in  the  bill  of  particulars  to  be  furnished  that  the  two 
acts  of  criminal  intimacy  alleged  to  have  taken  place  on  the  10th  and  17th 
days  of  October,  1868,  were  committed  on  or  about  those  days,  and  at  either 
one  or  the  other  of  the  places  mentioned  in  the  affidavit;  or,  as  suggested  by 
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one  of  the  counsel  for  the  defendant,  it  may  be  regarJed  as  sufficient  to  say 
that  these  acts  were  committed  during  the  month  of  October,  1868.  Such  a 
statement  fairly  acquaints  the  defendant  with  the  charge  he  is  to  meet.  I 
think  it  not  improper  to  remark  here  that  the  frankness  with  which  the 
defendant's  counsel  concede  that  such  a  statement  may  be  regarded  as  a 
reasonable  compliance  with  the  rule  proper  to  be  applied  in  such  case  as  this 
rendeis  this  application  more  easy  of  disposition  than  it  seemed  to  be  when 
the  motion  was  first  made  at  Special  Term. 

The  objection  to  giving  a  statement  of  particulars  seems  to  rest  mainly 
upon  the  ground  that  the  designation  of  particular  acts  of  adultery  necessarily 
excludes  proof  of  confessions  made  by  the  defendant,  goin^  to  establish  acts 
of  adultery,  when  no  time  or  place  was  named  in  the  confession.  The  gen- 
eral confessions  of  the  defendant  may  be  given  in  evidence  against  himself, 
and  they  may  be  sufficient,  if  accepted  in  full  force  by  the  JU17,  to  convict  the 
detendaut,  and  it  is  clear  that  all  declarations,  writings,  and  documents  which 
are  properly  admissible  as  evidence,  may  be  used  with  all  the  force  and  effect 
they  deserve. against  the  defendant  to  establish  the  main  issue. 

The  radical  difference  in  the  proposed  orders  submitted  by  the  respective 
counsel  seems  to  be  this:  The  plaintiff  insists  that  he  shall  not  be  precluded 
from  giving  evidence  of  acts  of  the  defendant,  by  which  the  adulterous  inter- 
course, charged  in  the  complaint,  may  be  established,  **  although  it  may  not 
thereby  appear  to  have  been  committed  on  any  particular  day,  or  at  any  par- 
ticular place; "  while  on  the  other  hand  the  defendant  insists  that  if  by  acts 
it  IS  intended  to  prove  specific  acts  of  adultery,  the  bill  of  particulars  should 
state  these  acts  with  the  same  fairness  with  reference  to  time,  place,  and 
circumstance,  as  is  suggested  in  relation  to  the  two  acts  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  in  the  month  of  October,  1868.  I  can  not  well  understand  how 
any  act  of  the  defendant  can  be  offered  as  proving  directly  and  specifically 
the  adulterous  intercourse  charged  in  the  complaint,  *^  although  it  may  not 
thereby  appear  to  have  been  committed  on  any  particular  day  or  at  any  par- 
ticular time."  Such  seems  to  be  the  plaintiffs  proposition.  Such  proof 
would  necessarily  not  only  establish  the  commission  of  the  adultery,  but  also 
with  some  degree  of  certainty,  both  the  time  and  place. 

There  is  no  practical  difficulty  in  reconciling  this  apparent  antagonism,  as 
declared  by  the  court  of  last  resort  in  the  decision  made  in  this  case.  **  The 
court  must  see  to  it  that  both  parties  are  fairly  dealt  with."  If  the  plaintiff 
proposes  to  prove  any  specific  acts  of  adultery,  other  than  those  alleged  to 
have  taken  place  in  October,  1868,  it  should  be  so  stated.  If  the  plaintifi 
does  not  propose  this,  it  is  no  hardship  to  limit  him  to  proof  of  the  specific 
charges  which  he  intends  to  press. 

The  plaintifi'S  proposition,  that  if  he  be  thus  limited  and  fail  in  his  proofs 
as  to  the  acts  alleged  to  have  taken  place  in  October,  1868,  the  defendant, 
^Hhough  confessing  bis  guilt  as  to  other  times  and  places,"  must  necessarily 
be  acquitted,  seems  to  be  entirely  untenable. 

In  the  shape  in  which  the  former  motion  was  made,  there  was  force  in 
the  objection,  for  it  was  then  asked  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  confined  in 
his  proofs  to  the  times  mentioned  in  the  bill  of  particulars.     On  the  present 
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• 
application,  however,  it  is  not  sought  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  the  benefit  of 
the  general  confessions  of  the  defendant.     Such  a  rule  might  indeed  **  shield 
«  defendant  from  just  responsibility."    We  propose  no  such  restraint. 

As  to  the  specific  acts  of  crime  charged  against  the  defendant,  he  should 
he  advised  of  them  with  reasonable  precision.  As  to  the  results  which  may 
follow  the  proofs  of  acts  (other  than  specific  acts  of  adultery),  documents, 
confessions,  and  any  other  circumstances  properly  admissible  in  evidence, 
tbey  must  be  left  to  the  determination  of  the  jury  under  the  rules  laid  down 
by  the  court  on  the  trial. 

I  am  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  first,  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  limited  as 
to  his  proof  of  specific  acts  of  adultery  to  those  named  by  him  in  his  bill  of 
particulars;  second,  that  this  order  is  not  to  be  construed  as  prohibiting  the 
plaintiff  from  introducting  on  the  trial  of  this  action  testimony  which  may 
be  admissible  under  the  general  rules  of  evidence  as  to  any  acts  (other  than 
the  specific  acts  of  adultery),  declarations,  writings,  documents,  and  confes- 
sions, in  which  alleged  confessions  no  particular  time  or  place  shall  have  been 
referred  to.  ^ 

No  costs  of  this  motion. 


The  following  order  was  accordingly  entered : 

At  a  Special  Term  of  the  City  Court  of  Brooklyn,  held  at  the  Court 
House  in  the  City  of  Brooklyn,  on  the  10th  day  of  December,  1874. 

Present :  Hon.  ALEXAin>BR  McCue,  Judge. 
{Title  &f  the  eauu,^ 

On  reading  and  filing  the  afSdavit  of  Thomas  G.  Shearman,  verified 
December  7th,  1874,  and  the  aflSdavits  of  the  defendant  and  of  O.  J.  Clau- 
Sifii,  verified  October  7th,  1874,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  the  aflfida- 
rit  of  Theodore  Tilton,  verified  December  10th,  1874,  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  on  the  order  to  show  cause  granted  herein,  December  7th,  1874, 
and  the  remittitur  from  the  Court  of  Appeals,  upon  the  appeal  from  the  order 
theretofore  made  in  this  cause  denying  the  motion  for  a  bill  of  particulars, 
and  after  hearing  Mr.  Evarts,  Mr.  Shearman,  and  Gen.  Tracy,  of  counsel  for 
defendant,  and  Mr.  Morris,  of  counsel  for  plaintiff,  it  is 

Ordered  that  the  plaintiff  furnish  to  the  defendant's  attorneys  within  three 
days  from  the  time  of  the  service  of  a  copy  of  this  order  on  them,  a  state- 
ment of  particulars,  verified  by  the  oath  of  the  plaintiff,  setting  forth  the 
particular  times  and  places  at  which  he  expects  or  intends  to  offer  proof  that 
any  specific  acts  of  adultery  occurred  between  the  defendant  and  the  wife  of 
theplainti^,  such  designation  to  he  made  as  indicated  in  the  decision  on  file; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  be,  and  he  hereby  is  precluded  from  offering  any  evi- 
dence at  the  trial  of  this  action  to  prove  the  occurrence  of  any  specific  act  of 
adultery  at  any.  other  time  or  place  than  such  as  shall  be  set  forth  in  the  said 
atatement  of  particulars. 

But  this  order  is  not  to  be  construed  as  prohibiting  the  plaintiff  from 
intiodacing,  on  the  trial  of  this  action,  testimony,  which  may  be  admissible 
nnder  the  general  rules  of  evidence,  as  to  any  acts  (other  than  specific  acts  of 
idnltery),  declarations,  writings,  documents,  or  any  alleged  confessions  on 
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the  part  of  the  defendant  of  any  such  criminal,  wrongful  or  improper  acts,  in 
which  alleged  confessions  no  particular  time  or  place  shall  be  alleged  to  have 
been  referred  to, 

(A  copy.)  Geo.  W.  Kmaebel,  Deputy  Clerh, 


APPEAL  TO  GENERAL  TERM. 

From  this  order  plaintiff  appealed,  and  served  the  following  notice: 
[Title  of  the  cause.] 

Gentlemen  :  Please  take  notice,  that  the  plaintiff  appeals  to  the  Gene- 
ral Term  of  this  court  from  the  order  entered  herein  on  the  11th  day  of 
December,  1874,  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  to  defendant's  attorneys  a 
statement  of  particulars,  and  from  every  part  thereof. 

Dated,  Brooklyn,  Dec.  12th,  1874. 

Yours,  &c., 
Morris  &  Pearsall,  Plamtiff^s  and  AppellanVs  Attorneys, 
To  Messrs.  Shearman  &  Sterling,  DefendanVs  and  RespondenVs  Attomey». 

And  to  the  Clerk  of  the  City  Court  of  Brooklyn. 


Argument  before  Neilson,  Ch.  J.,  and  Reynolds,  J.,  on  the  Appeal 
FROM  the  Decision  of  McCue,  J.,  on  December  28,  1874.* 

Mr.  Pryor. — If  your  Honors  please,  the  action,  as  the  court  is  well  aware, 
is  for  criminal  conversation.  After  issue  joined,  and  after  the  cause  was 
noticed  for  trial — I  mention  this  fact  because  the  lapse  of  itself  furnishes  a 
sufficient  legal  reason  why  the  order  should  be  reversofl — after  issue  joined, 
and  the  cause  was  noticed  for  trial,  a  motion  was  made  at  Special  Term  for 
an  order  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  the  defendant  with  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars. The  order  was  granted,  and  it  is  from  that  order  that  the  present 
appeal  is  taken.     The  order  is  in  these  words  : 

"  Ordered^  that  the  plaintiff  furnish  to  the  defendant's  attorneys,  within 
three  days  from  the  time  of  the  service  of  a  copy  of  this  order  on  them,  a 
statement  of  particulars,  verified  by  the  oath  of  the  plaintiff,  setting  forth 
the  particular  times  and  places  at  which  he  expects  or  intends  to  offer  proof 
that  any  specific  acts  of  adultery  occurred  between  the  defendant  and  the 
wife  of  the  plaintiff,  such  designation  to  be  made  as  indicated  in  the  de- 
cision on  file,  and  that  the  plaintiff  be,  and  he  hereby  is,  precluded  from 
offering  any  evidence  at  the  trial  of  this  action  to  prove  the  occurrence  of 
any  specific  act  of  adultery  at  any  other  time  or  place  than  such  as  shall  be 
set  forth  in  the  said  statement  of  particulars.  But  this  order  is  not  to  be 
construed  as  prohibiting  the  plaintiff  from  introducing,  on  the  trial  of  this 
action,  testimony,  which  may  be  admissible  under  the  general  rules  of  evi- 
dence, as  to  any  acts  (other  than  the  specific  acts  of  adultery),  declarations, 
writings,  documents,  or  any  alleged  confessions  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
of  any  such  criminal,  wrongful,   or  improper  acts,   in  which  such  alleged 

^  An  intennediate  argumeDt  on  a  motion  relating  to  the  enforcement  of  Jodga  MoCuk*8 
order,  is  omitted. 
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confessions  no   particular  t>mo  or  place  shall  be   alleged   to   have    been 
referred  to." 

The  questions  involved  in  this  ap}>ea)  having  been  argued  so  elaborately 
and  exhaustively  by  the  counsel  for  the  respective  parties,  and  having  been 
considered  and  determined  by  your  Honors,  I  deem  it  unnecessary  to  detain 
yon  longer  than  to  submit  to  you  one  or  two  general  observations.  And  at 
the  threshold,  I  beg  to  protest  that  ws  do  not  object  to  the  terms  or  the 
phraseology  of  this  order;  that  our  objection  is  leveled,  not  against  the  con- 
struction of  the  so-called  restrictive  clause  put  upon  the  order,  but  that  the 
ground,  and  the  sole  ground,  of  our  objection  is  the  order  itself,  and  that 
our  contention  is  that  no  order  requiring  a  bill  of  particulars  should  have 
been  granted.  This  order  either  means  something  or  it  means  nothing. 
Now,  a  bill  of  particulars,  ex  vi  termini^  imports  a  restriction  upon  the 
party's  proof.  By  its  own  inherent  energy,  by  its  proper  office  and  effect,  it 
limits  the  party  to  the  proof  of  the  specifications  alleged,  and  precludes  him 
from  giving  evidence  of  other  acts  or  of  other  times  or  of  other  places.  If 
it  have  not  this  effect,  of  what  utility  can  the  order  be  to  the  defendant  ? 
On  the  contrary,  if  it  have  not  this  stringent  and  specific  effect,  then  the 
bill  of  particulars  is  worse  than  no  bill  of  particulars;  because  when  the  bill 
of  particulars  specifying  the  times  and  places  is  propounded  to  the  defend- 
ant, it  is  propounded  to  him  with  this  object,  that  he  shall  be  prepared  and 
admonished  as  to  the  points  of  our  attack,  in  order  that  he  may  provide  him- 
self with  the  means  of  repelling  those  attacks.  But  if  we,  on  the  trial,  after 
having  admonished  him  that  we  design  and  intend  to  prove  the  acts  of 
adultery  at  a  particular  time  and  at  a  particular  place,  may  vary  from  that 
admonition,  and  may  give  proof  of  acts  of  adultery  at  other  times  and 
other  places,  what  is  the  result?  We  have  misled  the  defendant.  He  has 
prepared  himself  to  resist  a  particular  attack  and  to  repel  particular  proof, 
and  now  when  you  allow  us  on  the  trial  to  give  evidence  of  other  acts  at 
other  times  and  other  places,  all  his  preparation  and  provision  go  for  naught. 
Wherefore,  then,  precisely  as  no  direction  is  not  so  bad  as  misdirection,  just 
in  the  same  proportion  and  just  in  the  same  manner  will  a  bill  of  particulars 
upon  the  construction  here  suggested  be  worse  than  no  bill  of  particulars 
at  all  ;  for  whereas,  if  there  be  no  bill  of  particulars,  the  defendant 
will  come  with  proof  of  his  general  innocence,  armed  and  equipped 
to  repel  the  allegation  of  adultery  at  any  time  or  at  any  place  during 
his  entire  career  ;  yet,  when  by  your  bill  of  particulars  you  have 
indicated  and  guaranteed  to  him  that  only  specific  acts  of  adultery 
at  particular  times  and  particular  places  are  to  be  proved,  you  mislead  him, 
and  be  would  have  a  just  cause  of  complaint.  But  this  bill  of  particulars  is 
not  the  innocent  thing  this  construction  would  indicate  it  to  be.  The  learned 
gentlemen,  upon  the  other  side,  are  men  of  too  much  earnestness  and  ability 
and  practical  senee  to  expend  their  energies  in  beating  the  air.  They  have  not 
pat  forth  the  exertion  and  the  learning  and  the  talent  which  they  have 
displayed  in  this  case  merely  to  grasp  an  air- drawn  dagger.  They  have  con- 
tended for  a  definite  purpose  and  for  a  substantial  advantage.     They  did  not 
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invite  tlie  struggle  at  the  Special  Term  and  renew  it  at  your  General  Term, 
and  conlinuc  it  at  the  Court  of  Appeals,  and  now  here  again  revive  it  merely 
to  realize  a  barren  victory.  No,  sirs;  they  contemplate,  I  say,  a  definite 
purpose,  and  they  anticipate  a  decisive  odvnnta'jc.  Now,  what  is  that  pur- 
pose and  what  is  that  advantage  ?  It  is  set  forth  in  the  order  from  which  the 
appeal  is  taken  with  sufficient  explicitness.  That  purpose  is  specifically  and 
critically  this,  that  no  matter  how  abundant  and  overwhehning  the  proof  '^f 
the  general  fact  of  adultery  cm  the  trial  may  be,  ncverthelrsj*,  we  can  not 
recover  a  verdict  nor  entitle  ourselves  to  a  verdict  unless  we  go  further  an^l 
prove  the  fact  of  adultery  to  have  been  committed  at  some  particular  place 
and  at  some  particular  time;  and  their  object  is  to  r/ strict  us  to  proof  of 
the  acts  of  adultery  at  that  particular  time  and  at  that  particular  place. 
That  is  their  contention,  that  is  their  position,  a  position  which,  I 
siy,  is  embodied  in  the  order,  and  a  position  which  they  will  not 
repudiate.  Now,  then,  that  beii  g  the  position,  that  being  the  effect  of 
this  order,  that  being  its  intended  and  necessary  operation,  tell  me,  please 
your  Honors,  where  in  this  case  stands  this  plaintiff  ?  We  object  to  this  order, 
because  it  robs  the  plaintiif  of  his  legal  rights,  and  virtually  and  in  effect 
denies  him  any  and  all  redress  for  the  wrong  of  which  he  complains.  What 
is  the  gravamen  of  this  action;  what  is  the  wrong  of  which  the  plaintiff 
complains  ?  That  wrong  is  that  his  wife  has  been  debauched  by  the  defend- 
ant. The  charge  he  makes  is  that  the  defendant  is  guilty  of  adultery  with 
his  wife.  His  wrong  is  not  that  the  adultery  was  committed  on  this  day  or 
at  that  place,  but  his  wrong — if  wrong  he  has  sustained — consists  in  the 
general  fact  that  his  wife  has  been  debauched,  and  that  his  life  has  been 
blasted.  What  does  it  signify  him,  if  the  wrong  has  been  committed,  whether 
it  was  committed  at  this  place  or  that  place,  at  this  time  or  that  time  ?  What 
does  it  import  if  it  was  committed  on  the  10th  of  October,  1868.  or  the  20th  of 
October;  whether  it  was  committed  on  Columbia  Heights  or  in  Livingston 
street  ?  What  does  it  avail  to  mitigate  the  guilt  of  this  defendant,  if  indeed 
he  be  guilty,  to  say  and  prove:  '*True,  the  fact  was  committed,  the  adultery 
was  perpetrated,  but  it  was  perpetrated  at  another  time  and  at  another  place." 
And  what  does  it  avail  it"  the  plaintiff  has  sustained  this  wrong,  il'  indeed  the 
deed  has  been  done,  what  does  it  avail  to  alleviate  the  sorrow  and  the 
suffering  and  the  injury  he  has  sustained,  to  be  told,  ''True,  your  wife  has 
been  debauched;  true,  the  delendant  has  had  criminal  conversnti(m  with  her, 
but  it  was  not  at  this  time,  it  was  at  another  time;  it  was  not  at  this  place, 
it  was  at  another  place."  Thus,  if  your  Honors  please,  the  wrong  of  which 
this  plaintiff  complains,  the  grievance  which  he  alleges,  the  injury  for  which 
he  seeks  redress,  is  the  substantive  fact  that  adultery  has  been  committed  by 
the  defendant  with  his  wife,  a  fact  which  is  not  mitigated  or  qualified  by  ihe 
irrelevant  and  immaterial  predicates  of  time  or  circumstance.  That  was  the 
issue  which  the  plaintiff  tendered  to  the  defendant,  and  that  was  the  issue  which 
the  defendant  with  alacrity  and  with  courage  accepted.  Your  Honors  can  not 
but  remember,  for  it  was  a  memorable  circumstance,  that  when  the  defendant 
prepared  and  promulgated  his  answer  to  the  public — you  can  not  but  remem 
ber  the  electric  effect  which  it  produced,  how  it  reanimated  and  reassured 
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the  confidence  of  his  friends,  how  it  gmoto  dismay  to  the  hearts  of  hU 
enemies. 

Bat,  if  this  defendant  had  in  his  answer  said,  ''  I  did  not  commit  adultery 
on  the  10th  of  October,  1868,  or  on  the  17th  of  October,  1868;  I  deny  that  I 
committed  this  crime  on  those  days  or  at  the  places  alleged,*'  would  his 
answer  have  been  received  witli  the  applause — wouM  it  have  produced  the 
encouragement  which  it  did  produce  in  the  country  ?  No,  sir.  The 
effect  to  which  I  have  adverted  results  from  this — when  the  defendant 
prepared  and  promulgated  his  answer,  he  did  it  in  these  direct  and 
manly  words:  **That  this  defendant  never  had,  at  any  time  or  at 
any  place,  any  unchaste  or  improper  relations  with  the  wife  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  never  attempted  or  sought  to  have  any  such  rela- 
tions." Thus  it  was  that  the  defendant,  at  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  understood  the  issue.  He  did  not  consider  that  this  great  controversy 
was  to  be  determined  by  accidental  circumstances — was  to  turn  upon  outside 
and  irrelevant  issues.  He  understood  otherwise  and  he  tendered  to  us  the 
defiant  and  manly  declaration,  '^I  am  innocent — not  innocent  as  to  the 
time  and  place;  but  I  am  innocent  as  to  the  fact,  and  I  challenge  an  investi- 
gation of  my  entire  career."  That  was  the  position  that  the  defendant  then 
took ;  but  whether  it  be  that  his  confidence  is  in  the  inverse  ratio  to  the 
proximity  of  the  trial,  unquestionably  now,  whereas  at  the  commencement  of 
this  fight  he  was  willing  to  have  the  battle  waged,  they  come  by  this  bill  of 
particulars,  and  ask  that  the  true  question,  and  the  ^reat  question,  shall  be 
eliminated  from  the  trial,  and  that  the  issue  shall  hang  suspended  upon  an 
accidental  and  immaterial  circumstance.  That  is  to  say,  they  desire  to  have 
the  issue  changed  from  the  substance  of  the  charge  to  the  circumstunce  of  the 
charge.  Now,  if  your  Honors  please,  the  kind  and  the  quantum  of  evidence 
by  which  the  plaintiff  is  to  support  his  allegations,  and  to  make  niunifcst  the 
wrong  he  sustains,  is  prescribed  by  the  rules  of  evidence,  those  rules  which 
are  as  unimpeachable  and  immutable  as  any  precept  of  your  positive 
jurisprudence,  rules  in  which  is  foimd  the  surest  safeguard  of  the  rights,  and 
the  liberties,  and  the  property  of  citizens,  those  rules  of  evidence  propounded 
by  elementary  text-writers,  and  illustrated  and  enforced  by  all  tribunals,  and 
pre-eminently  by  Lord  Stowell,  the  great  master  of  ecclesiastical  law ;  those 
rules  say — ^I  quote  the  words — **  General  cohabitation  excludes  the  necessity 
of  proving  particular  facts;  "  *'  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove,  in  order  to 
maintain  this  action,  that  the  adultery  Was  committed  at  any  particular  or 
certain  time  or  at  any  particular  or  certain  place."  Further,  these  writers  and 
these  courts  propound  that  general  evidence,  not  indicative  on  its  face  of  any 
particular  time  or  place,  is  admissible,  not  only  admissible,  but  although  this 
general  evidence  does  not  point  to  any  particular  time  or  place,  the  jury  m^y 
find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  may  find  the  fact  committed  at  all  times 
and  at  all  places  to  which  the  evidence  may  be  applicable.  Now,  the  gentle- 
men on  the  other  side  pretend,  '*  We  do  not  desire  or  propose  to  restrict  the 
introduction  of  your  proof."  Nay,  more,  they  go  further,  and  say,  ^  We  are 
willing  to  give  your  general  evidence  all  its  probative  force."  But  observe, 
jour  Hoxion,  they  contend,  **  Although  your  general  evidence  be  admissible, 
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and  although  we  concede  to  it  all  its  legitimate  probative  force,  yet,  never- 
theless, since  you  liave  got  to  prove  the  act  committed  at  some  particular  time 
and  pUce,  then  since  this  evidence,  although  it  is  proof  of  the  act.  falls  short 
of.  does  not  reach  to  a  demonstration  of  the  time  and  place,  therefore  the 
defendant  must  have  a  verdict."  That  is  their  contention.  Now,  where  I 
repeat  upon  this  construction,  and  imputing  this  operation  to  the  order  undei 
appeal,  where  does  the  plaintiff  stand  ?  Tou  have  seen  where  he  stands,  in 
the  view  of  the  general  laws  of  evidence.  You  have  seen  what  are  the  rights 
and  what  is  the  redress  that  those  laws  guarantee  to  him.  And  what  is  tlie 
remedy?  what  are  the  lights  which  he  has  under  this  bill  of  particulars?  He 
must  prove  not  only  the  general  fact  of  adultery,  but  he  must  prove  by  com- 
petent and  sufficient  evidence  that  the  fact  of  adultery  was  committed  at 
some  particular  time  or  some  particular  place;  otherwise  the  defendant  must 
have  a  verdict.  Well,  now,  how  can  this  plaintiff  prove  the  details  of  the 
adultery?  Adultery  is  not  a  thing  perpetrated  iu  the  public  eye.  When  the 
adulterer  goes  about  his  business  he  does  not  summon  the  world  to  witness 
his  exploit;  least  of  all  does  he  invite  the  injured  ha<«band  to  be  the  spectator 
of  his  own  disgrace  and  infamy,  but  instead  he  retires  into  a  corner,  and 
drawing  around  him  the  curtain  of  darkness  and  concealment,  he  consummates 
his  iniquity.  Such  is  common  sense,  such  is  human  experience.  But  furthe? 
than  that,  these  gentlemen  know,  and  the  world  knows,  that  this  plaintiflT 
does  not  in  point  of  fact  pretend  to  have  any  personal  knowledge  as  to  the 
times  and  places  at  which  the  acts  of  adultery  were  committed.  On  the  con- 
trary, having  avowed  and  disclosed  all  his  testimony,  these  gentlemen  see, 
and  the  public  sees,  that  it  is  impossible  for  him  by  legal  evidence  to  prove 
the  time  and  place;  wherefore,  when  these  gentlemen,  by  the  bill  of  particu- 
lars, exact  as  a  condition  of  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  that  he  must  show  the 
time  and  the  circumstance,  they  impose  an  impossible  condition,  they  decree 
his  defeat  in  advance,  and  it  would  be  more  candid  and  more  compendious  at 
once  to  dismiss  his  complaint.  If  your  Honors  please,  this  is  no  trivial  cause. 
This  defendant  is  no  ordinary  personage.  This  controversy  involves  issues  of 
momentous  magnitude,  and  it  is  no  rhetorical  exaggeration  to  say  that  the 
eyes  of  Christendom  are  directed  in  anxious  expectation  to  its  event.  This 
issue  is  fraught  with  everlasting  and  unutterable  ruin  to  one  or  the  other  of 
these  parties.  Wherefore,  then,  since  such  grave  interests  are  implicated  in 
the  decision  of  this  cause,  should  not  the  controversy  be  determiued  upon  the 
great  fact  in  issue,  and  not  upon  a  collateral  question,  the  place  where  and 
the  time  when?  The  great  fact  in  issue  is,  did  the  defendant  commit  the 
act  of  adultery,  and  not  where  did  he  commit  it,  or  when  did  he  commit  it? 
The  eclipse  of  an  illustrious  name,  the  degradation  of  an  exalted  character, 
is  not  a  catastrophe  which  any  well-ordered  mind  can  contemplate  with  com- 
placency, because  it  impeaches  our  common  humanity,  it  shakes  and  unsettles 
our  faith  in  the  integrity  of  human  virtue.  Hence,  we  all  have  an  interest  in 
the  defendant's  exculpation. 

This  defendant,  if  he  be  innocent,  is  entitled  to  a  vindication;  he  ia 
entitled  to  an  absolute  and  complete  vindication — not  a  vindication  which 
finds  that  he  did  not  commit  the  act  of  adultery  in  Livingston-street,  that  he 


ABOUMRNT    AT    GEySRAL     TERM,  11/5 

did  not  commit  the  act  of  adultery  on  the  10th  of  August,  18B8,  but  a  Tindi- 
cmtion  which  ascertains  and  proclaims  that  he  never  committed  this  act  (id 
his  own  language),  at  any  time  or  at  any  place.  A  petty  thief  seeking  to  escape 
the  penitentiary  may  congratulate  himself  if  he  be  let  go  by  a  flaw  in  the 
indictment  or  variance  in  the  proof;  but  this  defendant  can  be  content,  and 
the  world  will  be  content,  with  no  such  acquittal.  What  he  wants  and  what 
the  world  demands  is  a  settlement  of  tlie  issue  raised  by  the  pleadings,  a 
decision,  a  determination  of  the  fact  alleged  by  the  plaintiff  and  denied  by 
the  defendant,  namely,  that  he  committed  the  act  of  adultery.  When  he 
gets  that  vindication,  he  will  be  restored  to  the  pedestal  of  [>ower  and  popu- 
larity which  he  so  long  occupied  and  graced ;  but  until  he  gets  that  vindica- 
tion, if  he  escape  from  the  fangs  of  justice  by  a  variance  in  the  proof  or  a 
defect  in  the  indictment,  he  will  go  a  fugitive  with  the  indelible  mark  of 
Cain  branded  upon  his  brow.  So,  then,  it  is  due  to  the  defendant,  it  is  due 
to  the  plaintiff — who,  if  the  defendant  is  guilty,  has  sustained  the  most  enor- 
mous wrong  which  one  man  can  inflict  upon  another— it  is  due  to  the  plaintiff 
that  it  shall  be  investigated  by  an  impartial  tribunal,  and  determined  by  the 
country,  not  whether  the  wrong  was  peri>etrated  upon  him  on  one  day  or 
another,  at  one  place  or  another,  but  it  is  his  right  to  have  tried  and  decided 
the  great  fact  whether  he  has  sustained  the  wrong  at  all.  The  gentlemen  on 
the  other  side  can  not  complain  of  surprise.  They  might  complain  of  surprise 
if  this  order  be  allowed  to  stand  with  a  clause  permitting  us  to  give  proof  of 
another  time  and  place;  but  if  there  be  no  order,  if  there  be  no  bill  of  par- 
ticulars, they  can  not  complain  of  surprise.  Why,  what  are  the  facts  ?  With 
a  candor  unparalleled  in  the  history  of  litigation,  this  plaintiff  has  deployed 
and  developed  in  classes  and  categories  every  tittle  of  evidence  by  which  he 
proposes  to  substantiate  his  case;  and  not  only  that,  but  he  has  catalogued 
and  named  every  solitary  witness  whom  he  proposes  to  produce  upon  the 
triaL  How,  then,  can  these  gentlemen  be  surprised  ?  The  considerations 
that  I  have  snggested  to  your  Honors  are  pertinent  to  the  exercise  of  your 
discretion  in  affirming  or  reversing  this  order;  and  that  you  may  exercise 
your  discretion,  that  you  may  review  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the 
judge  below  in  granting  the  order,  is  specifically  not  determined  but  assumed 
ma  a  postulate  in  the  case  of  Trac^y  v.  Alimt/er,  reported  in  46  New  York,  598. 

These  arguments,  then,  that  I  have  briefly  and  hurriedly  submitted  to 
your  Honors  go  to  show  that  the  granting  of  the  order  in  this  case — conced- 
ing to  the  court  the  power  to  order  a  bill  of  particulars  in  this  species  of 
action — ^yet  these  considerations  go  to  show  that  allowing  the  order  will  be  a 
practical  denial  of  justice  to  the  plaintiff  as  well  as  to  the  defendant,  for  that 
matter:  that  it  will  exclude  all  consideration  of  the  real  question  in  contro- 
Tersj.  For  that  reason  we  ask  your  Honors  not  to  modify  the  order,  not  to 
seem  to  abate  its  ferocity,  not  to  restrict  its  operation,  but  we  ask  for  an 
order  of  reversal,  pure  and  simple. 

Mr,  Shearman. — It  is  an  old  maxim  of  war,  may  it  please  your  Honors, 
that  it  is  dangerous  to  change  front  in  the  presence  of  the  enemy.  Either 
the  learned  gentlemen  on  the  other  side  have  vast  confidence  in  their  case,  or 
they  haTe  great  confidence  in  our  inability  to  meet  it,  or  they  are  preparing 
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to  run  away.  For  they  have  made  the  most  complete  change  of  front  in  the 
presence  of  the  adversary  which  I  have  ever  known  in  all  my  experience. 
Only  a  few  days  ago,  and  thougji  your  Honors  were  not  holding  General 
Term,  you  heard  the  outcry  of  counsel  with  regard  to  the  terms  of  this 
order,  and  the  whole  argument  was  directed  to  the  questicm  of  the  terms  of 
the  order.  Now,  it  is  acknowledged,  with  a  frankness  that  would  have  been 
commendable  if  it  had  been  used  at  the  beginning,  that  would  have  been 
commendable  if  another  line  had  not  been  taken  before  the  court  and  before 
the  public,  and  that  may,  perhaps,  be  even  a  little  commendable  coming  even 
now,  and  so  late,  from  a  gentleman  who,  I  really  believe,  always  tries  to  be 
frank  and  candid,  that  their  objection  is  not  to  any  particular  terms  of  the 
order,  not  to  any  supposed  special  defect  which  could  be  obviated  in  grant- 
ing any  order  for  any  bill  of  particulars  whatever,  but  to  any  and  to  all 
orders  for  particulars  in  this  case. 

Mr,  Beach,  —If  you  have  got  that  idea,  you  may  as  well  dismiss  it,  for  we 
do  object  to  the  particular  terms  of  this  order. 

Mr,  Shearman, — It  is  the  misfortune  of  this  case  that  no  two  of  the  plain- 
tiff's counsel,  so  far  as  I  have  had  any  experience,  are  ever  able  to  agree. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  reminds  me  of  Dickens's  remark  in  ** Bleak  House," 
about  the  case  of  Jamdyce  agt,  Jamdyce;  there  never  were  two  persons  who 
conversed  a  minute  about  it  without  disagreeing. 

Mr.  Shearman. — The  gentleman  who  has  spoken  says  that  we  have  decreed 
his  client's  defeat  in  advance.  May  it  please  your  Honors,  part  of  that  is 
true.  His  client's  defeat  is  decreed  in  advance,  but  it  is  not  we  who  have 
decreed  it;  it  is  the  essential  falsehood  of  his  case;  it  is  the  laws  of  nature 
and  of  God  operaring  upon  him  and  making  him  afraid  to  come  into  court 
when  he  has  to  come  to  a  manly  and  a  square  battle.  No,  your  Honors,  this 
is  not  the  entertainment  to  which  he  invited  himself.  He  invited  himself  to 
A  battle  which  should  be  all  on  one  side.  He  thought  that,  with  his  pompous 
strut  across  the  stage  of  life,  at  one  blow  he  could  crush  the  man  whom  he 
hated.  But  he  found  his  mistake.  He  found  that  his  adversary  stood  up 
stronger  than  he  ever  stood,  with  friends  who  before  would  have  given  him 
money,  but  who  would  now  lay  down  their  lives  for  him  by  thousands.  He 
found  that  this  man  had  more  courage  than  he  ever  showed  before ;  that  he 
had  awakened  a  sleeping  lion ;  that  he  was  to  battle  in  the  open  day,  and 
upon  an  open  field.  And  when  he  found  that  that  was  the  proposed  enter- 
tainment, then  we  saw,  and  now  see,  all  manner  of  excuses  devised  to  enable 
him  to  discontinue  his  suit.  We  accept  the  concession  of  the  learned  gentle- 
man that  the  conviction  of  our  client  by  real  evidence  or  in  the  judgment  of 
God,  would  be  a  terrible  calamity.  We  accept  his  concession  that  this  is  no 
trivial  cause;  we  thank  him  for  that,  and  it  does  credit  to  the  gentleman, 
whose  perception,  I  have  noticed,  is  keen  and  just  about  those  matters.  It 
is  no  trivial  cause,  and  this  is  no  trivial  question.  It  deserves  to  be  treated 
with  dignity  and  examined  with  care.  But,  may  it  please  your  Honors,  we 
have  no  fear  of  any  such  calamity.  We  entertain  no  apprehensions  on  this 
subject.  The  clouds  have  passed  away  for  us,  and  we  see  daylight  clearly, 
and,  as  we  said  the  other  day,  no  matter  what  the  decmon  of  your  Honors 
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may  be  npoD  this  question,  we  are  going  to  this  battle,  and  we  are  going  to 
fi>;ht  it  out,  if  we  can  only  persuade  the  plaintiff  to  stand  up  long  enough  to 
receive  our  blows. 

But  there  is  one  part  of  the  gentleman*s  concession  to  us  which  I  beg 
leave  respectfully  to  disclaim.  He  says  that  our  client  needs  a  vindication, 
and  should  have  it  here.  We  beg  to  assure  him,  your  Honors,  that  we  do  not 
think  that  our  client  needs  any  vindication,  and  that  we  do  not  believe  that 
any  possible  result  which  can  take  place  in  this  tribunal,  or  in  any  earthly  tri- 
bunal, can  make  any  difference  in  the  ultimate  fate  of  our  client.  We  look 
back  upon  a  long  line  of  precedents  of  this  kind,  and  from  the  days  of 
Athanasius,  who  is  considered  the  patron  saint  of  orthodoxy,  and  who  was 
accused  in  precisely  the  same  w&y,  we  come  down  through  a  long  list  of 
brilliant  names — for  this  has  been  a  favorite  charge  against  the  clergy  from 
the  beginning  of  Christendom  to  the  present  time — we  look  through  that 
long  array  and  we  find  many  who  were  accused,  and  some  who  were  con- 
victed by  tribunals.  But  we  find  no  judge  or  jury  that  ever  convicted  a 
clergyman  who  stood  up  for  his  own  name,  and  for  the  name  of  the  innocent 
woman  who  was  accused  in  relation  with  him ;  we  find  no  case  of  a  clergy- 
man who  stood  up  like  a  man  and  asserted  his  innocence,  and  whose  people 
stood  by  him,  and  who  had  faith  in  his  God,  whose  name  does  not  shine  brighter 
at  this  day  than  ever,  while  the  memory  of  those  who  attempted  to  convict  him 
rots  and  rots.  And  we  have  no  fear,  we  say  it  with  all  respect,  of  judges  or 
juries.  We  ask  no  favor  of  any  judge  or  of  any  jury.  We  care  not  what  shall 
be  the  decision  of  judge  or  jury.  We  know  in  our  own  hearts,  our  client 
knows,  and  God  knows  his. innocence,  and  we  take  no  such  concession  as  that 
he  needs  a  vindication  in  this  case.  No,  your  Honors,  we  are  not  seeking  a 
vindication.  We  seek  to  do  that  duty  which  every  man,  clergyman  as  well 
as  others,  should  do  when  called  into  a  court  of  justice.  We  are  pursuing  on 
behalf  of  our  client  the  regular  line  of  professional  duty,  we  are  pursuing  the 
line  which  we  should  adopt  in  any  case.  We  do  not  turn  to  the  right  hand 
nor  to  the  left.  His  vindication  has  come.  His  vindication  is  in  the  hearts 
of  his  people,  who  never  can  be  shaken  by  any  adverse  resfllt.  But,  your 
Honors,  they  are  perfectly  correct  in  saying  that  they  are  defeated,  even  here, 
as  a  thing  decreed  in  advance,  and  they  show  it  by  their  manner  and  by  their 
unwillingness  to  meet  the  issue.  If  I  understood  the  gentleman  correctly,  be 
made  the  preliminary  objection  that  our  motion  was  too  late.  I  think  I  have 
heard  from  one  of  the  counsel  now  present  something  about  our  skulk- 
ing behind  technicalities.     If  I  am  incorrect,  I  will  refer  to  the  report. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — ^You  are  correct,  sir. 

Mr,  Shtarman. — Yes,  sir;  we  have  heard  something  of  skulking  behind 
technicalities.  To  say  that  a  motion  which  is  made  one  month  before  the 
trial  is  nevertheless  too  late  because  it  was  not  made  before  notice  of  the  trial 
was  served,  is,  I  suppose,  not  skulking  behind  any  technicality  whatever. 
The  question  of  the  time  of  a  motion  may  not  be  a  technicality,  but  I  have 
always  understood  that  it  was.  I  have  always  understood  that  that  objection 
had  to  be  raised  in  the  court  below.  I  have  a  verbatim  report  of  the  argu- 
ment before  his  Honor  Judge  McCue,  and  I  haven't  the  slightest  recollection. 
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after  reading  that  several  times,  that  any  such  objection  as  this  was  made 
below,  so  I  will  pass  that  over  without  wasting  more  time. 

Coming,  then,  to  the  purely  legal  questions  involved  in  this  case,  we 
respectfully  submit  that  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeals — the  decUion 
proper — having  settled  the  question  of  the  power  of  the  court  to  grant  this 
bill  of  particulars,  the  opinion  of  his  Honor  Judge  Rapallo  (which  was  con- 
curred in  by  a  majority  of  that  court,  and  which  was  only  dissented  from,  so 
far  as  an  expression  of  doubt  might  raise  dissent,  by  his  Honor  Judge 
Groveb),  goes  much  furthel*  than  the  decision,  and  shows  plainly,  by  neces- 
sary logic,  that  is  not  merely  in  the  power  of  this  court  to  grant  the  order 
which  his  Honor  Judge  McCue  has  granted,  but  that,  in  the  exercise  of  a 
wise  judicial  discretion,  this  court  is  bound  to  grant  such  an  order. 

Judge  Nbilson. — I  do  not  wish  to  interrupt  your  argument,  but  I  am  not 
prepared  to  believe  that  it  rests  with  the  Court  of  Appeals  to  make  any  such 
determination. 

Mr.  Shearman. — Well,  I  propose  to  argue  that,  and  I  understand  that  your 
Honors  will  not  necessarily  be  convinced  by  everything  that  I  say. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  think  the  Court  of  Appeals  can  do  more  than 
they  have  done,  to  wit,  decide  that  courts  of  first  resort  have  the  power  in 
the  exercise  of  a  wise  discretion  to  grant,  in  all  actions  for  torts,  including 
this  peculiar  case,  particulars.  But  it  would  not  rest  with  that  court,  what- 
ever the  reasoning  or  illustration  might  be  in  the  giving  of  the  opinion,  to 
instruct  us  that  we  should  grant  it  in  this  case,  because  no  such  question  was 
before  the  court.  That  would  be  depriving  us  of  the  very  discretion  which 
they  attribute  to  us. 

Mr,  Shearman, — May  it  please  your  Honors,  I  do  not  claim  that  the  Court  of 
Appeals  could,  or  did,  or  would,  or  that  I  should  myself  undertake  to  estab- 
lish that  this  court  was  bound  to  make  an  order  for  a  bill  of  particulars  in 
every  case  in  which  it  was  applied  for.  I  take  this  ground — that  if  I  satisfy 
your  Honors  that  this  is  a  case  entirely  within  the  line  of  precedents;  that 
this  is  a  case  in  which,  by  the  uniform  practice  of  courts  from  which  we 
derive  our  system  of  practice — that  being  a  system  which  the  Court  of 
Appeals  has  recognized  as  binding  upon  this  court,  so  far  as  the  question  of 
power  is  concerned,  I  claim  that  this  would  then  stand  in  precisely  the  same 
position  in  which  it  would  if  I  were  arguing  an  appeal  from  an  order  for  an 
injunction.  In  every  case,  the  granting  or  refusing  of  a  prayer  for  an  injunc- 
tion rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,  and  I  would  not  come  into 
court  and  presume  to  say  that,  simply  because  I  made  an  application  for  an 
injunction,  I  should  get  it,  or  that  the  court  would  be  bound  to  grant  it. 
But  I  should  insist,  respectfully,  if  I  made  out  a  case  for  the  granting  of  an 
injunction  similar  to  those  in  which  injunctions  had  five  hundred  times  before 
been  g^nted  and  never  refused  in  any  reported  case,  that  your  Honors  were 
morally  bound  to  grant  that  injunction.  Now,  that  is  what  I  claim  in  that; 
nothing  more.  I  will  cite  upon  that  point  a^ase  not  cited  in  my  brief:  The 
People  V.  The  N.  Y,  Central  Railroad  Company  (29  N.  Y.  418).  The  court 
say  there,  speaking  of  a  question  of  pure  discretion,  that  the  discretion  of 
the  court  is  not  '^amere  arbitrary,  unregulated  discretion,  but  a  judicial 
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discretion,  to  be  exercised  upon  certain  conditions,''  and  depending  upon 
legal  principles  and  rules.  If  it  please  the  court,  that  was  a  much  stronger 
case  than  the  one  now  before  you,  for  this  reason,  it  was  a  question  of  an 
extra  allowance  of  costs.  The  language  of  the  Code  there  is  very  strong.  In 
potting  the  discretion  upon  the  court,  it  says  that  **the  court  may,  in  its  dis- 
cretion, grant  a  further  allowance  not  exceeding  five  per  cent.,"  and  it  was  in 
regard  to  those  words  that  the  Court  of  Appeals  used  this  language;  said 
that  it  was  not  an  arbitrary,  unregulated  discretion,  but  a  judicial  discretion, 
to  be  exercised  upon  certain  conditions.  In  the  case  now  before  your  Honors 
the  Code  does  not  use  the  words,  *Mn  the  discretion  of  the  court,'*  it  simply 
says  the  court  may  in  all  cases  order  a  bill  of  particulars.  The  word  **  may  " 
embraces,  I  submit,  a  certain  presumption  of  legal  discretion,  but  the  other 
section  of  the  code  actually  puts  the  words  *4n  its  discretion  "  into  the  body 
of  the  secti<m.  And  yet  the  Court  of  Appeals  held  there,  where  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court  was  expressly  recognized  by  the  statute,  that  the  court  had 
only  a  legal  discretion,  to  be  exercised  in  accordance  with  the  rules.  I  refer 
again  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Errors  in  Tripp  v.  Cook  (26  Wend.  143), 
particularly  at  page  152,  whcr^  Senator  Verplanck,  citing  Chief  Ju8TIC£ 
Marshall  with  approbation,  says  that,  '^the  judicial  discretion  . 
never  meuns  the  arbitrary  will  of  the  judge.  It  is  always  a  legal  discretion 
to  be  exercised  in  discerning  the  course  prescribed  by  law."  1  might  refer 
your  Honors  to  many  cases  in  which  the  word  "may,"  when  used  in  refer- 
ence to  private  rights,  has  been  held  to  mean  must,  not  '^  must "  in  such  a 
strict  sense  that  the  court  may  not  use  any  discretion,  but  ^^  must,"  in  such 
sense  that,  unless  the  court  sees  a  reason  for  not  granting  the  favor  which  the 
statute  says  may  be  granted,  that  then  it  must  be  granted.  Of  course,  I  am 
speaking  of  matters  of  substantial  right;  I  am  not  speaking  of  matters  like 
opening  a  default,  or  allowing  an  amendment  to  a  pleading,  although,  even  in 
questions  of  amendments  of  pleadings,  the  General  Term  has  recently 
decided  that  those  orders  are  appealable. 

But,  furthermore,  if  this  were  a  mere  matter  of  arbitrary  discretion,  that 
would  be  at  once  the  end  of  this  appeal,  and  we  should  be  entitled  to  dismiss 
the  appeal.  We  do  not  make  any  such  motion  for  the  reason  that  we  do  not 
believe  that  Judge  McCue  or  any  judge  had  a  purely  arbitrary  discretion  to 
grant  or  deny  this  motion.  We  believe  it  must  be  granted  or  denied  in 
accordance  with  the  examples  of  the  precedents. 

Now,  then,  looking  at  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Appeals,  we  find  this 
long  line  of  precedents,  part  of  which  were  cited  to  your  Honors  on  a  previous 
occasion,  but  which  on  going  to  the  Court  of  Appeals  were  more  than  doubled 
— we  find  that  all  those  precedents  are  cited  as  authorities  binding  on  the 
court  on  the  question  of  power,  and  showing  that  they  are  cited  with  approval 
on  the  matter  of  discretion.  The  only  question,  therefore,  which  remains  to 
me  is,  do  we  come  within  the  range  of  those  authorities,  or  do  we  not  ?  As 
to  that  I  am  not  prepared  to  trouble  your  Honors  with  a  brief  on  this  occasion, 
having  understood  that  this  question  was  not  to  be  raised  to  any  extent  on 
this  argument.  But,  nevertheless,  I  may  refer  your  Honors  to  a  few  cases  in 
a  long  and  unbroken  line  of  decisions  by  the  Massachusetts  courts.    I  will  not 
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at  this  time  ref^^r  to  tlie  Pennsylvania  reports,  but  your  Honors  have  the  brief 
which  we  used  on  the  previous  occasion,  and  you  will  remember  that  in  all 
those  cases  tliere  is  one  unbroken  line  of  authorities  to  show  that  particulars 
are  granted  in  particular  cases,  under  circumstances  like  these.  The  Court 
of  Appeals  added  an  authority  dating  from  the  year  1692,  and  Judge  Rapallo 
states  that,  in  his  opinion,  at  the  present  day  there  is  no  class  of  cases  in 
which  particulars  are  so  frequently  ordered  as  in  actions  of  divorce  and  of  the 
nature  of  crim,  con.  If  I  understood  the  objections  which  were  raised  by  my 
learned  friend  on  the  other  side,  after  all,  his  objection  to  an  order  for  par- 
ticulars does  not  go  to  the  order  itself..  He  does  not  particularly  object  to 
stating,  if  I  understand  him,  the  times  and  places  concerning  which  he 
intends  to  offer  specific  proof  at  the  trial.  But  he  thinks  that  there  is  some 
peculiar  and  magic  effect  in  this  bill  of  particulars  which  will  shut  out  his 
general  evidence.  He  seems  to  think  that  if  he  could  prove  a  course  of 
general  cohabitation  between  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff's  wife,  showing 
that  they  lived  together  in  the  same  house  during  the  course  of  two  years, 
that  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  the  legitimate  effect  of  that  evidence,  in 
consequence  of  the  inserting  in  this  case  of  tTie  bill  of  particulars. 

Mr,  Pryur. — No,  I  don't  say  that;  that  is  not  the  question. 

Mr.  Shearman  ■-Thtit  is  certainly  what  I  understood  to  be  the  effect  of  the 
gentleman's  argument. 

Mr,  Pryor. — The  question  is,  what  would  be  the  effect  of  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars furnishe<l  in  compliance  with  the  terms  of  this  order  ? 

Mr,  Sliearin^in, — There  can  be  no  doubt  at  all  that  if  they  proved  that  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  had  lived  in  the  same  house,  and  had  occupied  the 
same  room  during  the  course  of  two  years,  without  showing  anything  more, 
a  jury  would  be  entitled  to  find  a  verdict  in  this  case  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

Mr,  Pryor, — That  is  not  the  question. 

Mr,  Sheannan, — Then  I  am  so  dull  that  I  am  unable  to  comprehend  the 
question.  If  they  can  produce  any  general  evidence  which  is  equivalent  to 
that,  there  is  nothing  in  this  order  to  prohibit  them  from  doing  it;  and  there 
is  nothing  in  this  order  that  limits  the  effect  of  their  evidence  in  any  way 
whatever.  It  limits  simply  the  kind  of  evidence  that  they  may  produce,  and 
it  does  not  limit  by  excluding  anything  except  such  things  as  they  have  now, 
under  the  sworn  a(!idavit  of  the  plaintiff,  stated  to  the  court  that  they  have 
not  in  possession  and  can  not  produce.  Now,  supposing  that  there  were  no 
bill  of  particulars  in  this  case  whatever,  and  supposing  we  went  to  trial  upon 
the  facts  as  they  are,  with  a  stipulation  on  the  part  of  the  other  side  that  they 
would  produce  no  evidence  except  such  as  was  mentioned  in  the  plaintiff 's 
affidavit;  they  would  not  claim  then  that  that  stipulation  limited  the  effect 
of  the  evidence  that  they  produced,  but  yet  the  result  would  be  just  the  same 
as  would' be  produced  by  this  order  for  a  bill  of  particulars. 

This  order  nowhere  in  its  terms  declares  what  shall  be  the  effect  of  evi- 
dence produced.  It  excludes  nothing  in  the  world  except  proof  of  specific 
acts  of  adultery  occurring  at  places  not  named.  If  they  can  prove  a  general 
course  of  adcdtery  without  a  specific  act,  they  are  at  liberty  to  introduce  it 
by  the  very  express  terms  of  this  order,  and  there  is  not  a  word  in  this  (irdei 
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which  says  what  shall  be  the  eflfect  of  that  proof  of  general  acts.  The  fact 
is,  may  it  please  your  Honors,  they  are  endeayoring  to  anticiptite  a  question 
which  may  arise  at  the  trial,  and  which  may  not.  They  are  endeavoring  to 
get  an  order  in  our  behalf  which  shall  be  more  favorable  to  them  than  if  they 
had  no  order  at  all,  because  the  question  which  they  anticipate  is  this:  If 
they  come  in  with  general  and  vague  evidence  looking  in  the  direction  of 
adultery,  but  without  any  specific  evidence — that  is,  without  any  such  evi- 
dence as  to  prove  that  those  parties  were  even  seen  in  the  same  room  together 
— without  any  evidence  to  prove  that  they  were  found  under  suspicious  cir- 
cumstances, without  any  evidence  that  they  confessed  to  the  act  of  adultery 
at  any  particular  time ;  they  claim  that  if  they  come  in  with  that  general 
evidence  it  will  not  be  allowed  its  full  effect.  It  will  be  allowed  just  as  much 
effect  with  the  bill  of  particulars  as  it  would  without  the  bill  of  particulars. 
It  may  be  that  we  shall  be  eo  preposterous  as  to  claim  on  the  trial  that  there 
must  be  some  evidence  which  shall  satisfy  the  jury  that  this  alleged  act  of 
adultery  took  place  somewhere  on  the  habitable  world.  It  may  be  that  we 
shall  not  be  content  to  have  evidence  in  which  the  plaintiff  shall  admit  that 
this  adultery  never  took  place  anywhere  on  the  globe,  but  nevertheless  affirms 
that  it  did  take  place.  It  may  l>e  that  we  will  object  to  the  suggestion  that 
there  can  be  some  spiritual  adultery  without  the  parties  ever  meeting  each 
other.  I  have  heard  a  very  singular  proposition  advanced  by  a  gentleman 
who  certainly  desires  to  be  considered  sane,  and  is  considered  sane  by  his 
friends.  I  am  assured  by  one  of  the  most  respectable  members  of  the  bar  in 
this  city  that  he  has  heard  this  gentleman  say  that  adultery  could  be  com- 
mitted by  parties  who  were  at  the  time  forty  miles  apart. 

Mr,  Ptyor, — Christ  said  so;  adultery  of  the  heart. 

Mr.  Tracy, — Is  that  the  kind  that  you  are  after  ? 

Mr,  Shearman. — Exactly.  I  will  come  to  that.  But,  if  it  please  your 
Honors,  there  is  a  very  remarkable  article  in  a  well-known  newspaper  called 
The  IndeperuUtU,  which  I  beg  leave  to  cite,  because  it  may  be  introduced  as  a 
sort  of  legal  authority.  In  The  Independent  of  Dec.  1,  1870,  a  paper  which, 
it  is  rumored,  was  at  that  time  edited  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit,  there  is  a 
very  remarkable  leading  article,  one  worthy  of  being  cited  in  the  courts  of 
law.  It  is  on  the  subject  of  adultery  of  the  soul.  It  is  an  article  which 
maintains  that  the  courts  ought  to  grant  divorces,  or  rather  that  divorce 
ought  to  be  granted  without  any  intervention  of  the  courts  when  there  is 
adultery  of  the  soul, — that  adultery  of  the  soul  is  very  much  worse  than  adul 
tery  of  the  body.  This  article  is  very  eloquent  on  that  subject.  It  expatiates 
on  the  great  injury  that  is  done  to  parties  who  are  mismated,  by  reason  oi 
one  or  the  other  committing  this  adultery  of  the  soul.  It  says  that  the  great- 
est question  which  is  to  come  before  modem  times  is  the  question  what  is  to 
be  the  destiny  and  what  the  fate  of  parties  who  are  fastened  together  by 
the  terms  of  law,  but  who,  nevertheless,  are  not  mated  in  their  souls — *^  mar- 
ried bu(  not  mated."  And  it  proceeds  at  great  length  to  set  forth  this  new 
theofy,  that  there  may  be  an  adultery  of  the  soul  which  is  far  more  guilty 
than  the  adultery  of  the  body,  and  which  should  be  recognized  as  a  cause  of 
divorce.    Now,  we  concede,  as  the  learned  gentleman  has  said,  that  the  Scrip- 
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tiires  do  declare  that  the  man  who  looks  on  a  woman  to  lust  after  her  hafe 
committed  adultery  with  her  already  in  his  beaii.  But  that  is  hardly  suffi- 
ciently tangible  to  bring  in  a  court  of  justice,  and  therefore  when  we  come 
before  the  jury  we  shall  ask  that  they  shall  be  satisfied  that  adultery  of  the 
body  was  committed,  and  not  merely  adultery  of  the  soul. 

When  we  go  before  that  higher  tribunal  that  sits  above  all  judges  and  all 
juries,  before  that  tribunal  from  which  alone  we  expect  the  final  vindication 
of  this  defendant,  and  from  which  we  believe,  with  all  our  hearts,  that  we 
have  it  now,  then  we  will  commit  to  that  tribunal  the  question  whether  there 
was  adultery  of  the  soul.  But  we  do  not  propose  to  submit  that  to  any  twelve 
men  created  on  this  earth.  We  do  not  propose  to  submit  to  them  any  ques- 
tion except  whether  there  was  adultery  of  which  they  can  take  cognizance, 
which  is  in  its  nature  capable  of  being  proved  by  material  evidence,  and 
which,  therefore,  necessarily  occurred  at  some  time  and  in  some  place.  But 
we  do  not  say  that  we  are  going  to  ask  the  jury  to  be  satisfied  that  it  took 
place  at  a  particular  time  or  at  a  particular  place.  We  decline  to  commit 
ourselves  to  any  such  proposition  before  going  into  the  trial.  It  is  time 
enough  to  raise  these  questions  on  the  trial.  The  plaintiff  has  already  sworn 
that  he  knows  of  no  specific  evidence  except  with  relation  to  October  10,  and 
17.  Notwithstanding  that  affidavit,  he  can  put  in  his  particulars  any  places, 
any  dates  that  he  chooses.  He  can  name  any  times  in  his  bill  of  particulars, 
which  he  has  not  yet  served.  He  has  delayed  the  service  of  this  bill  of  par- 
ticulars until  we  are  close  upon  the  beginning  of  the  trial,  and  now  he  has 
the  opportunity  to  put  in  all  the  evidence  which  he  may  have  collected 
together,  even  since  that  affidavit.     To  that  we  do  not  object. 

We  simply  object  to  going  to  trial  without  any  kind  of  notice  of  specific 
times  and  ])l.ices,  if  he  means  to  prove  any.  He  is  at  perfect  liberty  to  with- 
draw all  the  specific  times  and  places  if  he  chooses,  and  go  to  the  jury  on  the 
questions  of  general  evidence,  and  if  he  does  that  he  will  find  that  there  is 
nothing  in  this  order  which  limits  the  effect  of  that  evidence  at  all, 
nothing  whatever,  because  the  only  precluding  clause  is  this,  that  he  ''shall 
not  be  allowed  to  offer  evidence  to  prove  the  occurrence  of  any  specific  acts 
of  adultery  at  any  other  time  and  place"  than  that  which  he  sets  forth  in  his 
bill.  That  is  all  the  effect  of  this  order.  Now,  if  he  names  no  specific  time, 
and  no  specific  place,  but  goes  to  trial  with  his  general  evidence,  which  he 
says  is  his  strong  point,  the  jury  can  not  be  asked  to  put  that  evidence  in  con- 
nection with  any  particular  time  or  any  particular  place  named  in  the  bill  of 
particulars,  because  he  has  not  named  any.  They  can  not  be  asked  to  fasten 
that  down  in  the  way  that  he  is  afraid  they  will  be  asked  to  fasten  it  down. 
And  if  he  produces  evidence  of  general  cohabitation,  or  of  general  licentious- 
ness, or  these  general  confessions  which  he  claims  are  so  explicit,  all  that 
will  have  its  proper  effect  and  will  not  be  limited  by  any  bill  of  particulars 
whatever.  Now,  it  is  said,  and  very  truly  said,  that  we  ought  not  to  be  satis- 
fied without  as  much  evidence  on  our  side  as  we  can  possibly  produce,  that 
the  defendant  never  committed  these  alleged  acts.  We  do  not  intend,  may 
it  please  your  Honors,  to  go  into  court  without  proving,  so  far  as  lies  in  the 
nature  of  things,  so  far  as  it  is  possible  for  us  to  prove,  that  the  defendant 
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nerer  at  any  time  or  at  any  place,  committed  these  act«.  But  how  can  we 
prove  that  except  by  bis  own  word  ?  The  wife  is  shut  out  from  testifying. 
The  law  shuts  her  mouth.  There  is  nothing  except  the  testimony  of  the  de- 
fendant himself.  In  the  nature  of  things  there  can  be  no  corroborative  testi- 
mony. In  order  to  support  his  case  with  the  jury,  he  wants,  therefore,  that 
species  of  corroborative  testimony  which  arises  from  negativing  so  far  as 
poflidble,  all  the  direct  and  specific  evidence  which  the  plaintiff  may  produce. 
If,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  has  any  such  direct  aud  specific  evidence,  isn't  it 
fair  be  should  let  us  have  it  a  week  before  the  trial  ?  He  has  had  his  witnesses, 
he  says,  in  attendance  repeatedly ;  he  complains  that  they  were  summoned  on 
other  occasions  and  attended  in  court.  Surely  he  knows  what  they  were 
going  to  testify.  He  has  made  an  aflfidavit  as  to  what  he  can  prove  and  what 
he  can  not  prove.  He  does  not  inform  us  that  any  change  has  taken  place 
since  then.  Why,  then,  shall  he  not  repeat  in  the  bill  of  particulars  just 
what  he  has  stated  in  his  aflfidavit  ?  Why  shouldn't  he  accept  the  offer  we 
made  the  other  day  to  take  his  affidavit  just  as  it  was,  and  have  it  served  as 
and  for  the  bill  of  particulars  in  this  case,  and  there  stand  ?  We  take  his 
own  word.  We  are  willing  to  take  the  statement  which  he  himself  has  made, 
and  ask  nothing  further.  And  as  for  all  those  questions  concerning  the  effect 
of  general  evidence,  the  judge  who  tries  this  case  will  be  abundantly  able  to 
dispose  of  them  when  the  question  arises.  It  docs  not  now  arise.  This  is 
not  the  time  nor  the  place  for  the  discussion  of  any  such  question. 

We  respectfully  submit  that  there  has  been  nothing  thus  far  said  which 
shows  that  a  moderate  order  for  particulars  should  not  be  granted,  and  we 
submit  that  the  order  of  his  Honor  below  is  extremely  moderate;  that  it  is 
limited  even  to  an  extent  that  is  dangerous  to  us.  Your  Honors  will  see  that 
be  is  only  required  to  give  the  dates  of  specific  acts  of  adultery,  and  under 
that  he  might  take  a  course  which  would  be  extremely  dangerous.  He  might 
prove,  or  attempt  to  prove,  a  visit  between  the  parties  under  circumstances 
which  he  would  describe  as  suspicious,  and  from  which  a  suspicious  jur3rman 
might  infer  that  the  act  itself  was  committed  at  that  time ;  and  yet  the  plain- 
tiff not  claiming  that  the  specific  act  of  adultery  took  place  at  that  time  and 
at  that  place,  we  should  still  fall  into  a  trap.  Well,  our  eyes  are  open  as  to 
that ;  we  understand  that  we  are  in  that  danger ;  we  understand  that  there  is 
a  possibility  even  yet  of  certain  fictitious  and  dangerous  evidence  being  pro- 
duced. But  we  have  got  all  that  we  expect  to  get  in  this  case;  we  do  not 
appeal,  and  in  what  way  can  this  be  dangerous  ?  What  is  to  prejudice  them 
in  requiring  them,  if  they  have  any  evidence  as  to  the  specific  act — requiring 
them  to  give  a  short  notice  to  us  before  trial.  I  submit  this  to  your  Honors, 
confident  that,  although  I  appear  before  t\uo  judges  who  have  on  a  /ormer 
occasion  taken  a  different  view  of  the  case,  yet  that  we  shall  receive  that 
justice  and  that  fair  treatment  which  I  know  your  Honors  will  always  give. 
Ws  do  not  fear  to  go  before  any  place  or  before  any  tribunal.  We  have  con- 
fidence not  only  in  our  general  case,  but  we  have  confidence  in  the  merits  of 
this  application,  and  submit  it  to  your  Honors  accordingly. 

JuDOB  Rbtnolds. — Mr,  Shearman,  do  I  understand  you  to  concede  that 
this  order  does  not  limit  in  any  way  the  effect  of  any  general  evidence  ? 
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Mr.  Shearman, — ^Tbe  order  does  not.  I  do  not  understand  that  the  order 
does  at  all. 

JuDOB  Reynolds. — That  if,  for  instance,  it  should  be  proved  the  defend- 
ant had  confessed  his  guilt  without  naming  the  circumstance  of  the  time  or 
place,  if  the  jury  should  believe  that  he  had  made  such  a  confession,  and 
should  believe  that  the  confession  was  true,  that  then  the  jury  would  be  at 
liberty  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  and  must  nnd  for  the  plaintiff,  although  they 
could  not  say  that  it  was  done  at  the  time  specified  in  the  bill  of  particulars  ? 

Mr.  Sfi^arman. — I  concede  this,  your  Honors,  and  the  only  reason  I  do  not 
make  a  full  concession  is  that  I  have  not  my  senior  associates  with  me. 

Judge  Reynolds. — I  ask  that  question  because  it  might  be  very  material 
for  us  to  know  what  would  be  contended  to  be  the  force  of  this  order.  If  it 
could  have  any  such  effect  as  that  we  might  think  it  was  wrong,  and  might 
think  otherwise  if  it  was  conceded  that  it  had  no  effect  upon  the  general  proof 
but  merely  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  point  out  the  particular  times  and  places. 

Mr,  bheannaa. — I  concede,  we  are  all  willing  to  concede,  that  this  order 
does  not  limit  the  effect  of  the  general  confessions.  We  do  not  concede  at 
present,  though  we  may  concede  at  the  trial,  that  the  complaint  itself  and  the 
nature  of  the  aetion,  do  not  limit  those  general  confessions.  For  example, 
we  may  claim  at  the  trial — I  do  not  say  that  we  shall  or  shall  not — we  may 
claim  at  the  trial  that  the  effect  of  the  complaint  is,  and  the  effect  of  the 
nature  of  the  action  is,  that  the  jury  are  not  at  liberty  to  find  the  defendant 
guilty  upon  evidence  of  general  confessions,  unless  they  are  also  satisfied 
that  the  acts  confessed  occurred  at  some  place  named  in  the  complaint. 

Judge  Reynolds. — Well,  the  complaint  says  within  a  certain  period. 

Mr,  Shearman. — Yes,  sir;  within  a  certain  period.  Then  we  should  take 
that  ground  about  the  complaint.  We  do  not  claim  that  the  order  for  par- 
ticulars will  have  any  such  limiting  effect.  On  the  other  hand,  we  do  not 
want  a  clause  introduced  such  as  they  have  proposed  on  the  other  side, 
defining  the  effect  of  this  order  so  as  to  increase  the  plaintiff's  rights.  We  do 
not  want  a  clause  added  so  that  the  jury  shall  be  bound  to  find  a  verdict  upon 
any  general  confession,  if  they  believe  that  confession  to  be  true,  notwith- 
standing they  are  not  satisfied  that  it  occurred  at  any  particular  time  or  at 
any  particular  place.  We  do  not  want  to  have  that  stated  in  advance;  we 
want  to  leave  that  for  the  judge  at  the  trial.  We  want  a  ruling  upon  the 
trial  upon  that  subject  in  case  we  think' it  fit  to  raise  the  question.  We  may 
never  raise  the  question. 

Judge  Reynolds. — Suppose  they  do  not  want  an  order  made  which  may 
raise  an  exception  to  any  charge  which  might  be  made  upon  the  trial  as  to 
the  efiect  of  any  proof,  and  thdi'efore  they  do  not  want  a  legal  obstacle  inter- 
posed by  an  order  which  does  not  correspond  to  the  general  rules  of  plead- 
ings and  evidence. 

Mr.  Shearman. — We  simply  do  not  want  this  order  for  particulars  to  affect 
that  question  one  way  or  ihe  other.  We  want  that  left  open  at  the  trial,  and 
I  do  not  know  whether  we  shall  ever  raise  it. 

Judge  Reynolds. — ^If  I  understand  you  to  concede  that  this  does  not  limit 
the  effect  of  the  general  evidence,  I  do  not  see  how  anything  is  left  for  the  trial. 
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Mr,  Tracy, — The  same  questions  would  be  left  for  the  trial  then  as  if  there 
were  no  bill  of  particulars  at  all.  The  question  would  still  remain  whether 
the  plaintiff  could  recover  on  a  mere  admission  that  adultery  had  been  com- 
mitted, without  any  evidence  at  all  in  the  case  pointing  to  the  time  or  place. 

Judge  Reynolds. — Without  regard  to  the  order? 

Mr,  Tracy, — Yes,  sir;  without  regard  to  the  older. 

Mr,  Shearman, — There  are  sometimes  curious  men  in  a  jury,  and  we  want 
to  anticipate  this  possible  case,  that  the  jury  might  come  in,  we  will  say,  with 
a  Terdict  that  they  believe  this  confession  to  be  true,  and  then,  being  polled, 
nine  of  them  should  say,  **  Well,  we  do  not  believe  that  this  adultery  ever 
took  place  within  the  limits  of  the  United  States;  we  think  it  took  place 
somewhere  outside  of  the  United  States" — there  not  being  a  particle  of 
evidence  that  either  party  was  outside  of  the  United  States  during  that 
period.  We  certainly  shall  go  as  far  as  that,  and  we  may  go  us  far  as  this,  to 
say  that  we  do  not  want  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  of  guilty,  and  then,  being 
polled,  or  a  specific  issue  being  submitted  to  them,  to  find  that  a  majority  or 
all  of  them  did  not  believe  that  this  adultery  took  place  in  the  city  of 
Brooklyn  or  in  the  city  of  Xew  York,  when  we  might  have  been  prepared,  if 
we  had  known  that  any  such  idea  would  have  come  into  their  minds,  with 
evidence  to  show  that  these  partied  never  under  any  circumstances  or  at  any 
time  met  together  outside  of  the  two  cities  of  New  York  and  Brooklyn.  You 
can  see  that  in  the  mind  of  a  stupid  juryman,  such  as  we  unfortunately  have 
sometimes,  such  a  question  as  that  might  arise.  He  might  say,  '*  I  concede 
there  is  no  evidence  that  these  parties  ever  met  in  Brooklyn;  there  is  no 
evidence  that  they  ever  met  in  Xew  York;  but  1  don*t  think  any  man  could 
ever  have  written  these  letters  unless  he  was  guilty  of  something,  and  I  am 
going  to  find  him  guilty  of  something/^  Now,  this  is  a  sublunary  act,  and 
we  object  to  proof  of  adultery  which  is  sjud  to  have  taken  place  not  on  the 
earth.  We  want  to  be  prepared  for  adultery  that  occurred  on  the  earth,  and 
we  do  not  want  a  juryman  to  come  in  and  say  that  there  was  adultery  of  the 
sonl;  that  he  must  find  these  pai*ties  guilty  btcause  they  wanted  to  commit 
adultery,  although  they  never  did  so. 

Mr,  Beach, — If  your  Honors  please,  in  construing  this  order  and  deter- 
mining upon  its  effect,  I  trust  your  Honors  will  not  be  governed  by  any 
declarations  or  opinions  which  may  be  made  or  expressed  by  our  friends  upon 
the  other  side.  The  difliculty  will  be,  if  any  such  standard  of  judgment 
should  be  assumed  by  this  court,  that  when  wc  come  to  the  trial  of  this  ca<^e 
we  shall  have  no  such  definite  presentation  of  their  opinion  in  the  form  of  a 
stipulation  or  otherwise  as  will  control  the  otherwise  possibly  injurious  eifcct 
apon  our  rights  of  the  order.  1  do  not  a|)prcbcnd  that  your  Honors  will  be 
thas  controlled,  because  the  explanation  of  my  learned  friend  does  not  seem 
to  be  quite  as  clear  and  perspicumis  a^f  the  question  before  your  Honors  would 
seem  to  require.  He  seems  to  apprehend  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  is 
pnnoiDg  the  defendant  upon  the  theory  of  his  spiritual  adultery,  or  adultery 
of  the  soul,  and  imagines,  when  we  prove  the  penitent  and  remorseful  con- 
fesnon  of  the  defendant  to  his  acts  of  adultery  with  the  plaintiff's  wife,  that 
some  stupid  juryinan  will  believe  in  the  truth  of  that  confession,  and  fancy 
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that  that  adultery  has  been  committed  in  the  moon,  or  somewhere  else  than 
upon  the  face  of  the  eartli,  and  wishes  your  Honors  to  'anticipate  this  stupid- 
ity under  the  direction  of  an  intelligent  court,  on  the  part  of  the  jurymen 
who  may  be  impaneled  in  this  case.  Is  not  that,  sirs,  trifling  with  this  seri- 
ous and  important  question  ?  Why  will  not  our  friends  upon  the  other 
side  frankly  express  to  your  Honors  that  they  are  willing,  upon  the  trial  of 
this  case,  to  meet  the  issue  whether  or  not,  in  the  absence  of  all  other  proof, 
with  the  proven  and  deliberiite  and  clear  confession  of  the  defendant  to  acts 
of  adultery  with  our  wife,  we  shall  be  entitled  to  recover  ?  Why  are  our 
friends  continually  harping  upon  the  question  of  time  and  place  and  circum- 
stance, and  why  by  specially- worded  orders  are  they  endeavoring  to  limit  the 
application  of  our  proof  only  to  those  particular  times  and  circumstances  which 
are  specified  in  our  bill  of  particulars  ?  No,  sirs;  the  plaintiff  has  abundantly 
indicated,  by  the  affidavit  which  he  presented  to  his  Honor  who  granted  this 
order,  his  willingness  to  disclose  to  this  defendant  his  entire  proof.  He  has 
said  in  that  affidavit  that  he  has  no  evidence,  no  ocular  evidence  of  an  act  of 
adultery.  He  has  disclosed  all  the  species  and  classes  of  proof  he  expects  to 
introduce.  He  has  said  that  he  does  not  expect  to  prove  any  specific  time  or 
place  at  or  when  this  adultery  was  committed,  except  by  the  confession  of  this 
defendant  pointing  to  two  occasions  in  the  month  of  October,  1868,  and  he 
begged  his  Honor  in  that  affidavit,  if  any  order  for  a  bill  of  particulars  was 
to  be  granted,  so  to  limit  and  explain  it  that  the  true  merits  of  this  issue  and 
the  true  rights  of  this  plaintitt*  should  not  be  embarrassed  by  any  technical- 
ities upon  the  trial  of  the  case.  Now,  your  Honors,  this  question  has  all 
been  discussed  upon  its  merits  and  upon  authority,  and  in  my  judgment  a 
great  deal  too  much  talk  already  has  been  had  in  this  case. 

Upon  every  occasion  when  a  question  has  arisen  before  judge  or  court, 
it  has  been  seized  for  a  public  display  of  confidence,  of  belief,  of  hope,  of 
religious  devotion  in  the  innocence  of  this  defendant.  A  system  of  tactics 
seems  to  have  been  pursued  upon  the  part  of  this  defense  by  which  they  hope 
to  control  the  judicial  and  the  public  mind,  and  to  infiuence  any  jury  who  may 
be  called  upon  to  pass  in  this  case  by  these  public  professions  of  confidence. 
To-day  my  friend  says  *' Henry  Ward  Beecher  is  vindicated."  Vindicated, 
how  and  when  ?  Why,  in  the  judgment  of  a  mighty  church,  which,  day  by 
day,  throws  its  collective  and  its  individual  influence  to  operate  upon  public 
sentiment,  and  through  counsel  indoors  and  out  of  doors,  who  profess  not 
only  their  entire  confidence  in  his  innocence,  but  declare  here  and  everywhere 
that  whatever  may  be  the  result  of  the  judicial  examination  now  progressing, 
the  faith  of  his  congregation  can  never  be  shaken  in  his  innocence.  I  do 
not  much  admire  that  system  of  conducting  a  law-suit.  My  friend  professes 
to  want  a  manly  and  an  open  warfare,  and  yet  by  this  Chinese  manner  of  con- 
tenticm  with  drums  and  cymbals  and  shouts  they  attempt  to  convert  this  into 
an  arena  for  public  discussion,  and  into  a  court  held  by  the  public  at  large. 
If  Henry  Ward  Beecher  is  to  be  vindicated,  sirs,  it  is  not  to  be  done  by  such 
means.  If  this  trial  is  to  result  in  a  satisfactory  conclusion  under  the  law 
and  to  the  public  sense,  there  must  be  a  bold  and  a  brave  trial  of  this  issue, 
without  any  resort  to  technicalities  or  concealment     It  is  said  by  my  friend. 
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*  Why  don't  you  accept  our  proposition  that  your  affidavit  shall  be  adopted 
ns  a  bill  of  particulars?"  Why,  a  lawyer  would  at  once  perceive,  sirs,  that 
while  we  have  made  an  entire  revelation  of  our  sources  of  proof,  yet  if  they 
should  be  put  into  the  form  of  a  bill  of  particulars,  the  technical  effect  of 
that  instrument  would  be  to  restrict  us  in  the  very  manner  of  which  we  com- 
plain. The  object  of  a  bill  of  particulars,  as  disclosed  by  the  cases  cited  by 
my  learned  friends  to  your  Honors,  is  to  prevent  any  surprise,  any  misappre- 
hension in  regard  to  the  character  of  our  proof  upon  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant. How  can  he  get  it  more  clearly  than  by  our  affidavit  ?  How  can  we 
disclose  to  him,  to  prevent  any  sort  of  surprise  upon  the  trial,  more 
perfectly  and  completely  than  we  have  done  it  under  oath,  all  that 
we  expect  to  prove  ?  And  why  with  this  security  against  surprise  do 
our  learned  friends  still  insist  that  there  shall  be  a  technical  instru- 
ment in  the  form  of  a  bill  of  particulars,  whose  effect  will  be  to  restrict  us 
to  proof  of  the  particular  times  and  places  in  which  we  allege  the  act  of 
adultery  to  have  been  committed  ?  Again,  it  is  said  by  my  learned  friends 
that  we  proposed  in  thirty  minutes  to  furnish  a  bill  of  particulars.  We  do,  sirs, 
if  your  Honors  require  it.  In  as  short  a  time  as  it  will  take  to  draw  it  up  we 
are  ready  to  furnish  it,  if  your  Honors  think  it  a  proper  case  for  a  bill  of  par- 
ticQlars.  AH  we  are  contending  against  is  a  bill  of  particulars  in  such  form, 
general  and  unlimited  in  its  technical  effect,  as  will  circumscribe  the  range  of 
our  proof  and  nullify  the  legal  effect  which,  without  the  bill  of  particulars, 
would  be  given  to  it;  and  the  limitation  which  was  suggested  in  the  affidavit 
by  Mr.  Tilton  upon  this  motion  originftlly,  would  admit  proof  which,  accord- 
ing to  the  general  rules  of  evidence,  in  the  absence  of  a  bill  of  particulars, 
would  be  admissible.  Then  why  do  they  object  to  that  ?  Do  they  desire  to 
shut  out  that  class  of  proof  which  under  the  general  rules  of  evidence  in 
cases  of  this  character  is  proper  to  maintain  the  issue?  And  if  their  purpose 
b  not  by  some  form  of  language,  by  some  technicality  of  expression  to  restrict 
proof,  why  do  they  insist  upon  particular  times  and  places,  and  why  did  they 
ask  but  the  other  day  that  an  order  should  be  granted  excluding  us  from  all 
proof  except  such  as  referred  to  the  two  particular  places  and  times  specified  in 
that  affidavit  ?  Sirs,  the  purpose  of  this  defense  was  revealed  in  that  motion ;  and 
if  it  had  been  followed  by  an  order,  it  would  have  been  an  inevitable  necessity 
that  nine-tenths  of  the  evidence  which  we  propose  to  give  in  support  of  this 
complaint,  and  which  is  legitimate  to  sustain  the  accusation  it  makes,  would  be 
ruled  out  without  any  discretion  upon  the  part  of  the  trial  judge  upon  that  trial. 
Bat  my  friend  has  been  very  much  distressed  upon  this  and  other  occasions  with 
the  idea  that  the  counsel  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  are  dissentient  and  inhar- 
monious. It  is  not  th^  first  time  that  counsel  has  intimated  it,  and  this  is 
not  the  first  time  when  I  say  to  him  that  that  suspicion  is  entirely  unfounded. 
There  never  has  been  any  disagreement,  sirs.  The  line  of  policy  to  be  pursued 
hj  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  has  been  perfectly  understood  and  agreed  upon 
by  all  of  the  counsel,  without  any  disagreement  or  embarrassment.  With  the 
design  to  make  this  discussion  as  limited  as  possible,  before  coming  into 
court  this  morning,  between  my  learned  colleague.  Gen.  Pryor,  and  myself,  it 
suggested  that  he  should  discuss  more  particularly  the  question  as  to  the 
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propriety  of  a  bill  of  particulars,  and  that  I,  in  a  ver}'  brief  manner,  should 
suggest  to  your  Honors  the  difficulty  which  we  entertain  wi  h  the  order  as 
made  by  Judge  McCub.  If  my  learned  friend  will  be  kind  and  courteous 
enough  hereafter  to  refrain  from  the  imputation  of  this  idea  of  controversy 
and  difficulty  between  my  learned  ccneague  and  myself,  I  shall  feel  personally 
very  much  obliged  to  him,  for  I  assure  him  that,  however  much  inferior  we 
may  be  in  the  management  of  our  case,  we  are  yet  bringing  to  it  the  concen- 
trated and  harmonious  action  of  all  our  powers.  And  before  looking  to  this 
order,  sirs,  will  you  permit  me  to  allude  very  briefly  to  one  single  other  topic 
introduced  by  my  learned  friend.  I  think  something  is  to  be  pardoned,  sirs, 
to  the  enthusiasm  which  seems  to  control  that  gentleman.  It  seems  to  be 
instigated  by  the  warmest  friendship  and  the  highest  confldence  in  the  virtue 
and  integrity  of  his  client.  I  do  not  object  to  that,  sirs,  but  I  do  object  that 
he  should  take  these  occasions  to  convey  a  false  impression  in  regard  to  the 
character  of  that  client,  and  to  the  motives  impelling  him.  His  vindication 
is  perfect,  according  to  my  learned  friend.  There  is  no  necessity  for  him  to 
enter  upon  his  exculpation,  or  to  meet  this  accusation  in  the  form  of  this 
action.  He  is  perfectly  vindicated  here,  and  he  is  sure  of  a  victorious  vindica- 
tion hereafter.  It  may  be,  sirs.  I  can  not  say  that  I  should  regret  it.  I  think 
I  should  rejoice,  sirs.  If  upon  this  trial  it  should  be  satisfactorily  established 
that  Theodore  Tilton  is  deceived  and  that  Henry  Ward  Beecher  is  a  virtuous 
pastor.  It  would  seem  to  be  impossible,  but  if  any  such  result  could  be 
accomplished,  I  should  be  the  last  man  to  regret  it.  But  I  object,  sirs,  that 
Mr.  Beocher  shall  be  unreasonably  glorified.  I  do  not  think  he  is  entitled 
to  the  heroic  character  which  is  to-day  bestowed  upon  him  by  my  friend. 
Having  no  occasion  for  vindication  he  yet  enters  heartily  and  bravely  into 
this  contest  to  preserve  the  reputation  of  a  woman,  but  the  very  first  step 
which  he  took  in  that  direction  by  his  public  declaration  was  to  stigmatiaKe 
that  lady  as  indecorous  and  adulterous  enough  to  force  her  love  upon  him, 
and  then,  through  the  action  of  his  committee  to  further  stigmatize  her  with 
the  idea  of  unworthiness  in  veracity. 

Mr,  Shearman. — Will  the  gentleman  allow  me — ^he  has  interrupted  me  on 
three  or  four  occasions — I  beg  leave  to  stigmatize  that  assertion,  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  my  client,  as  utterly  untrue. 

Mr,  Beach, — What  assertion  ? 

Mr,  Shearman, — ^The  assertion  that  he  stigmatized  the  lady  as  having 
acted  in  an  indecorous  or  improper  manner,  or  which  allows  that  he  had  any 
adulterous  inclinations.  There  is  not  a  word  of  foundation  for  it.  I  know 
what  is  the  supposed  foundation.  It  is  that  he  asked  the  question,  **  Should 
I  in  self-defense  turn  around  upon  this  lady,  and  "charge  her  with  having 
sought  me  ?  Should  I  do  it  ?  "  he  asks.  And  I  may  say  here  that  in  private 
he  tamed  around  and  said,  '*!  should  have  deserved  to  be  kicked  out  of 
creation  if  I  had."  That  is  what  he  said.  He  repudiated  the  idea  that  he 
ever  would  do  it  under  any  such  circumstance. 

Mr,  MorrU, — ^T?hat  he  could  have  done  it  ? 

Mr.  Shearman, — No,  nor  that  he  could  have  done  it.    The  truth  is  that 
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he  treated  the  idea  with  scorn,  and  it  has  been  brought  up  against  him  in 
thia  way. 

Mr.  Morris. — ^It  is  his  own  statement. 

Mr,  Beach, — ^I  think  the  judgment  that  he  formed  and  expressed  upon 
himaelf  is  very  accurate. 

Mr,  Shearman, — It  would  have  been;  but  it  is  equally  true  of  all  men  who 
attempt  to  pervert  it. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  am  not  aware  of  perversion,  nor  do  I  act  as  I  am  instructed. 
I  do  not  act  upon  the  system  of  professional  ethics  which  seems  to  govern  my 
friends,  and  do  whatever  my  client  bids  me  and  what  the  necessity  of  his 
case  seem  to  require  of  me  to  do.  I  may  be  mistaken  in  my  construction  and 
in  the  public  opinion  which  has  been  expressed  upon  the  construction  of  Mr. 
Beecher^s  language. 

Mr.  Traey, — Your  are  quoting  your  client,  and  not  ours;  that  is  all. 

Mr.  Beach, — That  is  a  very  great  mistake,  too.  I  happen  to  have  industry 
and  discrimination  enough  to  read  both  sides  of  this  case.  But  my  friends, 
sirs,  too,  think  that  a  gentleman  in  argument  can  make  no  professional  decla- 
ration unless  he  is  moved  entirely  under  the  instructions  of  his  client. 

Mr,  Shearman, — ^Will  the  gentleman  pardon  me  again?  I  know  too  much 
of  my  senior  friend  Beach  to  believe  that  he  would  ever  make  a  statement  so 
derogatory  to  a  lady  or  so  derogatory  to  a  gentleman.  I  know  he  never  gets 
so  disrespectful  as  that,  unless  he  is  bound  to  by  the  necessities  of  the  case; 
and  permit  me  to  say  that  in  the  course  of  a  long  series  of  consultations  with 
Mr.  Beecher,  there  never  fell  one  word  from  his  lips  other  than  that  of  the 
most  unqualified  and  absolute  respect  for  Elizabeth  Tilton,  from  the  begin- 
ning of  this  case  down  to  the  present  time.     I  know  that  for  a  fact. 

Mr.  Bea^h. — It  is  a  pity  he  had  not  infused  that  sentiment  into  his  Com- 
mittee, sir. 

Mr,  Shearman. — He  could  not  control  them;  they  were  not  his  Committee. 

Judge  Neilson. — There  must  be  silence. 

Mr,  Beach, — Now,  again,  I  ask  your  Honors'  attention  to  the  Order,  for  a 
moment  :  *^  Ordered^  that  a  bill  of  particulars  be  furnished,  verified  by  the 
plaintiff  under  oath,  setting  forth  the  particular  times  and  places  at  which 
he  expects  or  intends  to  offer  proof  that  any  specific  acts  of  adultery  occurred," 
&C.,  '*and  that  he  be  precluded  from  offering  evidence  at  the  trial  of  any 
specific  act  of  adultery  at  any  other  time  and  place  than  shall  be  set  forth  in 
the  statement."  Now,  clearly,  this  requires  us  in  our  bill  of  particulars  to 
state  the  times  and  places  at  which  we  expect  to  prove  an  act  of  adultery, 
and  that  we  *' shall  be  excluded  from  all  other  proof  upon  the  trial  except 
such  which  points  to  a  specific  act  of  adultery, '*  &c.  Now,  will  your  Honors 
give  signification  and  effect  to  the  term  ^*  specific ''  ? 

Judge  Nbilson. — ^The  opposite  of  it  is  **  general." 

Mr.  Beach, — Suppose,  then,  I  prove,  sirs,  by  circumstances,  that,  upon  a 
certain  occasion  when  no  parties  were  present,  Mr.  Beecher  was  seen  at  an 
unseasonable  hour,  in  the  absence  of  Theodore  Tilton,  coming  from  the  house 
of  Mrs.  Tilton,  or  being  in  it,  in  aid  of  the  confession  of  adultery,  and  then, 
in  support  of  it,  proving  these  circumstances  of  intimate  or  indecorous  inter- 
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course.  What  does  that  prove,  your  Houors  ?  I  have  the  confossion  of  this 
defendaut  to  the  adultery,  and  I  prove  that  on  a  particular  occasion,  at  1 
o^clock  at  night,  without  any  cause  or  reason,  he  was  seen  privately  in  the 
house  of  Mr.  Tilton,  and  at  that  unseasonable  hour  emerging  from  it  under 
circumstances  of  concealment.  Does  it  not  tend  to  prove  an  act  of  adultery 
on  that  occasion  ?  Does  it  not  tend  to  prove  a  specific  act  of  adultery  on 
that  occasion  ?  And  who  will  deny  it  ?  And  what  is  the  difference,  sirs,  be- 
tween an  act  of  adultery  and  a  specific  act  of  adultery  ?  An  act  is  specific. 
There  is  no  such  thing  as  a  general  act  of  adultery.  An  act  of  adultery  is 
limited  to  one  occasion,  and  it  must  be  committed  at  a  time  and  place;  and 
when  I  give  circumstantial  evidence  indicating  any  particular  time  or  place 
when  an  act  of  adultery  confessed  to  have  been  generally  committed,  was 
committed,  I  am  giving  evidence  to  prove  a  specific  act  of  udtflitery  and 
nothing  else.  '  "• 

Mr,  Tracy. — Why  not  put  that  in  the  bill  of  particulars,  then,  that  time 
and  place  ? 

Mr.  Beach, — Put  that  in  the  bill  of  particulars  I  Are  we,  sirs,  to  put  in 
our  bill  of  particulars,  as  a  specific  act  of  adultery,  with  place  and  circum- 
stance, all  the  evidence  which  we  shall  give  in  regard  to  the  association  of 
these  parties  ?  Is  there  any  rule  of  law  which  requires  it  ?  Is  there  any 
rule  of  law  which  requires  the  plaintiff  in  a  bill  of  particulars  to  specify  all 
his  evidence  ?  No,  sirs;  it  calls  for  acts,  for  specific  acts  of  adultery,  for  acta 
which  are  to  be  proven  by  direct  evidence,  by  that  sort  of  evidence  which 
leaves.no  verge  or  scope  for  a  change  of  time  or  place  or  circumstance;  and 
therefore  wc  should  be  met  under  this  order  with  the  objection  at  once  that 
we  had  not  specified,  as  the  gentlemen  now  suggest  that  we  ought  to  specify. 
Now,  if  your  Honors  will  refer  to  a  single  paragraph  of  Judge  McCttk's 
opinion,  you  will  see  that  he  intended  to  do  just  this.  For  he  says,  **I  can 
not  well  understand  how  any  act  of  the  defendant  can  be  offered  as  proving 
directly  and  specifically  the  adulterous  intercourse  charged  in  the  complaint, 
although  it  may  not  thereby  appear  to  have  been  committed  on  any  particu- 
lar day  or  at  any  particular  time.  Such  seems  to  be  the  plaintiff's  propo- 
sititm.  Such  proof  would  necessarily  not  only  establish  the  commission  of 
adultery,  but  also,  with  some  degree  of  certainty,  both  time  and  place."  I 
prove,  in  support  of  the  confession  which  we  expect  to  give  in  evidence,  that 
for  a  series  of  months  during  the  lecture  season  of  the  winter,  in  the  absence 
of  Mr.  Tilton,  Mr.  Bcecher  was  seen  daily,  and  for  hours  each  day,  visiting 
Mrs.  Tilton.  I  give  in  evidence  observations  made  by  parties  in  regard  to 
the  familiarity  of  their  intercourse,  the  frequent  occurrence  of  that  conduct, 
signs,  trust,  confidence,  which  can  not  be  described  except  by  an  ocular  ob- 
server, all  occurring  at  Mr.  Tilton 's  house,  if  you  please.  How  am  I  to 
specify  the  particular  time  or  occasion?  Would  it  aid  the  defendant  in  this 
case  for  me  to  specify  in  the  bill  of  particulars,  and  would  your  Honors  ap- 
prove a  bill  of  particulars  of  that  character,  wherein  I  should  state  our  inten- 
tion to  prove  particular  acts  of  adultery  on  every  day,  if  you  please,  for 
three  months  durinir  the  suoposed  winter  season  when  those  visits  occurred  f 

Well,  sirs,  we  prove  the  confession.     The  confession,  in  itself,  does  not 
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point  to  a  particular  time  and  place.  My  frieuds  have  our  bill  of  particulura 
specifying  two  occasions.  What  is  to  prevent  them  from  saying  to  the  jury 
on  the  submission  of  this  case  to  them,  and  if  it  should  unfortunately  happen 
that  there  should  be  a  juryman  of  the  stupidity  anticipated  by  my  learned 
friendf  what  would  be  the  result  of  the  argument  upon  that  juryman?  "  You 
have  given  us  two  particular  times  and  occasions  when  you  say  these  adulter- 
OQS  acts  were  committed.  The  law  limits  you  to  the  proof  of  them,  so  far  as 
specific  acts  are  concerned,  and  your  confessions  must  be  shown  to  apply  to 
those  two  particular  acts;  those  times  and  those  occasions,  or  they  are  useless 
in  this  case."  The  bill  of  particulars  excludes  them  from  the  consideration 
of  the  jury  except  under  that  limitation,  and  how  is  it  to  be  answered  ? 
Your  Honors  may  instruct  them  differently  upon  the  trial.  No  matter  how 
direct  and  positive  that  instruction  may  be,  we  have  the  jurymen  of  my 
learned  friend  upon  the  panel;  and  they  will  be  very  apt  in  this  case  to  act 
with  somewhat  of  independence,  and  perhaps  obstinacy.  The  whole  result 
of  the  trial  would  be  periled  by  that  argument.  Now,  sirs,  ought  we,  when 
we  have  thus  disclosed,  and  from  the  beginning  evinced  our  willingness  to 
make  the  defendant,  under  our  oath,  entirely  acquainted  with  the  whole 
scope  of  our  evidence— ought  there  to  be  in  a  case  of  this  character  an  order 
which  shall,  under  any  possible,  conceivable  circumstance,  operate  to 
embarrass  either  the  proposition  of  proof  upon  the  trial  or  the  consideration 
of  that  evidence  by  the  jury  ?  I  think  I  may  assume  that  your  Honors  will 
not  be  disposed  to  approve  any  such  order;  and  if,  with  the  illustration 
which  I  have  given,  and  with  many  other  examples  which  will  occur  to  the 
reflection  of  the  court,  your  Honors  do  not  perceive  that  this  order,  in  its 
exclusion  in  regard  to  specific  acts,  will  efffct  the  result  which  we  anticipate 
and  produce  the  embarrassment  which  we  fear,  I  am  not  able  to  make  it  any 
clearer.  But  again,  sirs:  '^But  this  order  is  not  to  be  construed  as  prohibit- 
ing the  plaintiff  from  introducing  on  the  trial  of  this  action  testimony  which 
may  be  admissible  under  the  general  rules  of  evidence  as  to  any  acts  othei 
than  specific  acts  of  adultery,  declarations,  writings,  documents,  or  any 
other  alleged  confessions  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  of  any  such  criminal, 
wrongful,  or  improper  acts,  in  which  alleged  confessions  no  particular  time 
or  place  shall  be  alleged  to  have  been  referred  to."  Well,  now  if  you 
apply  Judge  McCub^s  commentary  upon  this  term  ** specific  acts,"  in  his 
opinion  you  will  perceive — and  I  think  it  correct — you  will  perceive  that  it 
excludes  entirely  all  the  circumstantial,  evidence  which  we  may  offer  upon 
the  trial,  because  I  submit,  sirs,  that  there  can  be  no  circumstance  of  the 
character  to  which  I  have  alluded  proved  upon  the  trial  which  will  not  in  a 
greater  or  less  degree  point  to  what  is  called  at  act  of  adultery,  and  a  specific 
act  of  adultery.  If  it  points  to  any  single  isolated  act  of  adultery  it  points  to 
a  specific  act.  *'Tbe  general  rules  of  evidence  as  to  any  acts  other  than 
specific  acts  of  adultery,  declarations,  writings,  documents,  or  any  alleged 
confessions  on  the  part  of  the  defendant," — well,  sirs,  suppose  we  prove  that 
Mrs.  Tilton  made  a  confession ;  that  that  confession  was  stated  to  Henry  Ward 
Beechcr,  and  he  made  no  denial,  but  by  silence  and  by  conduct  accepted  it 
•a  true;  are  we  not  entitled  to  prove  it  ? 
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Are  your  Houors  going  to  rule  by  this  order  the  question  against  us  t  And 
yet  that  order  does  it.  We  are  to  prove  only  confessions  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  and  it  can  not  be  said  that  the  example  which  I  present  is  a  con- 
fession, within  the  natural  significance  of  the  terms  used  in  this  order,  and 
we  shall  be  met  at  once  upon  the  trial  with  this  order  of  exclusion  shutting 
out  that  material  condemning  evidence.  Your  Honors  will  not  approve  that ; 
and  this  whole  restriction,  if  your  Honors  will  be  kind  enough  to  look  at  it 
with  some  critical  attention,  is  confused  and  obscure.  **  Evidence  admissible 
under  the  general  rules  of  any  acts  other  than  specific  acts  of  adultery, 
declarations,  writings,  documents,  or  any  alleged  confessions  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  of  any  such  criminal,  wrongful,  or  improper  acts."  There  seems 
to  be,  sirs,  some  grammatical  inaccuracy  in  this  clause ;  it  is  not  properly  con- 
nected, and  at  any  rate  would  require  amendment.  That,  however,  is  com- 
paratively an  immaterial  question.  Now,  I  can  only  say,  sirs,  while  I  am 
convinced  that  the  object  of  a  bill  of  particulars  has  been  already  obtained  by 
the  afi^davit  which  was  filed  upon  this  motion  upon  behalf  of  Mr.  Tilton. 
while  I  believe  that  a  just  exercise  ot  discretion  on  the  part  of  this  court 
would  refuse  any  bill  of  particulars,  yet  if  we  are  mistaken  in  our  ideas  of 
legal  propriety,  we  trust  your  Honors  will  make  such  a  qualification  of  this 
order,  such  a  clear  and  unambiguous  restriction  of  its  effect,  that  we  may  bo 
permitted  to  present  our  full  and  complete  evidence  against  this  defendant. 
I  would  have  pieferred,  sirs,  if  I  myself  was  to  be  the  judge,  that  instead  or 
trying  this  issue — important,  I  admit,  not  only  to  individuals  but  the  com- 
munity— upon  this  civil  action,  this  issue  of  damages  as  against  Mr.  Beecher. 
that  we  should  have  been  arraigned  upon  our  criminal  indictment,  giving  • 
full  opportunity  for  a  presentation  of  all  the  proofs  and  an  occasion  for  a 
perfect  vindication  of  Mr.  Beecher,  if  indeed  he  is  not  guilty,  and  exposing 
Mr.  Tilton  to  a  just  retribution  if  he  has  made  this  charge  falsely.  I  believe, 
sirs,  the  proposition  was  made  *<i  court  when  I  was  not  present,  upon  a  for- 
mer occasion,  at  once  to  discontinue  this  civil  action  if  the  District-Attorney 
would  move  the  criminal  complaint.  It  is  not  pleasant,  sirs,  for  Mr.  Tilton 
to  stand  in  the  attitude  of  claiming  money  from  Mr.  Beecher  for  the 
debauchery  of  his  wife.  It  was  the  only  means  left  to  him  for  his  own  vin* 
dication  and  for  the  punishment  of  this  defendant.  Unfortunately,  sirs,  our 
laws  do  not  punish  criminally  acts  of  adultery  of  this  character,  and  there  is 
no  other  remedy  for  the  injured  husband  but  to  resort  to  this  action  which 
my  learned  friend  on  the  other  side  so  intensely  detests.  So  far  as  the  idea 
of  receiving  compensation  for  the  wrong  done  to  him,  Mr.  Tilton  abhors 
this  action  just  as  intensely  as  my  learned  friend,  and  would  be  very  glad  by 
any  arrangement  in  regard  to  the  trial  of  these  actions  to  escape  the  necessity 
of  appearing  in  the  i*.%lse  attitude  which  the  necessities  of  the  case  impose 
upon  him.  At  all  events,  your  Honors,  I  beg  you  by  the  discretion  which  is 
vested  in  you  to  give  him  in  this  case  such  an  opportunity  for  the  presenta- 
tion of  the  whole  evidence,  of  the  entire  facts  in  regard  to  this  alleged  offense, 
as  will  result  in  such  a  verdict  and  judgment  of  this  court  as  will  satisfy  the 
ends  of  justice  and  the  morality  and  honorable  sentiments  of  the  com- 
munity. 
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JuDGB  Kbilson. — I  >ivi8h  to  Bay  to  the  learned  coansel  that  although,  in 
Yiew  of  all  the  varions  arguments  that  have  been  had  in  reference  to  this 
matter,  some  of  which  we  have  heard,  and  some  of  which  we  have  read,  we 
have  a  decided  conviction  in  respect  to  it,  as  the  counsel  may  well  believe; 
yet  we  think  it  due  to  the  argument  that  we  have  just  heard  to  take  time 
to  deliberate  upon  it,  and  therefore  we  will  endeavor  to  decide  this  to-morrow 
at  11  o'clock.  We  are  quite  impressed  with  the  idea  that  this  order  can  not 
stand  in  the  form  in  which  it  now  is,  and  if  there  should  be  an  order  it  may 
require  correction  and  modification,  and  that  is  a  delicate  duty  upon  our 
part,  if  we  find  it  to  be  a  duty,  which  requires  care  and  time. 

DECISION  OP  THE  APPEAL. 

On  December  29th,  1874,  the  following  opinions  were  delivered : 

Nbilson,  Ch.  J. — This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  Special  Term 
requiring  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  a  bill  of  particulars. 

The  application  for  the  particulars  was  made  before  me  in  the  first  in- 
stance, and  was  denied  ''for  want  of  power,  and  the  other  grounds  stated." 
The  opinion  filed  with  that  order  did  expressly  put  that  denial  of  one  branch 
of  the  application  on  the  want  of  power.  That  was  as  to  confessions  im- 
puted to  and  denied  by  the  defendant.  It  was  shown  that  the  plaintiff  had 
stated  in  a  newspaper  article  that  the  defendant  had  confessed  the  wrongful 
acts  charged,  and  the  application  was  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  state  when 
and  where  those  alleged  confessions  had  been  made.  The  views  expressed  in 
the  opinion  as  to  the  untenable  character  of  that  part  of  the  application, 
and  as  to  the  want  of'  power  to  grant  it,  were  accepted  by  the  defendant's 
coansel,  and  that  claim  has  since  been  abandoned. 

The  Court  of  Appeals,  Judges  Allen  and  Groybr  dissenting,  reversed 
my  order  as  to  the  other  claims  to  discovery  on  the  ground  that  the  particu- 
lars had  been  denied  because  of  a  supposed  want  of  power.  The  closing 
words  of  the  order  were  not,  it  seems,  well  chosen,  the  expression  *'for 
want  of  power  and  on  the  other  grounds  stated  "  having  been  taken  to  refer 
not  to  two  modes  of  treatment,  the  one  under  restraint  for  want  of  authority 
and  the  other  having  regard  to  the  merits  and  the  discretion  which  should  have 
6een  duly  exercised,  but  to  one  and  the  same  ground  of  rejection,  namely 
the  mere  want  of  authority.  It  appears,  therefore,  that  the  Court  of  Appeals 
reversed  the  order  because  of  that  disavowal  of  authority ;  that  the  doctrine 
of  the  court  of  last  resort  is  that  the  courts  of  first  resort  may,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  a  wise  discretion,  order  particulars  to  be  furnished  in  actions  for 
torts,  including  cases  of  this  character.  That  is  the  extent  of  the  decision. 
Bnt  that  court  did  not,  and  could  not,  determine  that  the  application  which 
had  been  denied  should  have  been  granted,  but  left  the  discretion  to  be  exer- 
cised by  this  court  in  granting  or  refusing  such  application  untrammeled  and 
ontouched.  In  many  of  the  cases  cited  in  the  elaborate  opinion  of  Judge 
Rapallo,  the  bill  or  narration  was  so  vague  and  general  that  something  sup- 
plemental was  necessary  to  enable  the  defendant  to  know  what  the  real 
ebaracter  of  the  charge  was.     When  the  particulars  ordered  in  such  cases  in 
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aid  of  the  pleading  were  furnished,  that  pleading  and  the  particulars,  com- 
bined, became  as  definite  and  certain  as  tile  bill  or  complaint  in  use  with  ue 
is  required  to  be  when  first  presented.  Such  cases  do  not,  therefore,  touch 
the  question  whether  the  complaint  before  us  should  be  supplemented  by  the 
particulars,  nor  were  they  cited  with  a  Tiew  to  that  question,  but  simply  lo 
show  that  the  court  may,  as  occasion  arise,  order  the  particulars. 

If  this  practice  can  be  conveniently  and  usefully  applied  to  most  actions  for 
torts,  it  is  not  to  be  assumed  that  it  can  be  well  applied  to  such  a  case  as  this. 
The  nature  of  the  offense,  the  secrecy  and  studied  concealment  attending  Ma 
jierpetration,  constitute  an  objection.  A  good  cause  of  action  may  exist  for 
such  a  wrong,  to  be  proved  only  by  circumstantial  evidence,  and  the  plaintiff 
be  utterly  unable  to  comply  with  an  order  to  give  particulars  as  to  time  and 
place.  It  would,  we  apprehend,  be  so  in  most  instances,  the  cases  in  which 
the  particulars  could  be  safely  given  being  quite  exceptional.  The  bill  ot 
]3articular8,  when  furnished,  performs  a  double  office:  first,  to  advise  the 
defendant;  secondly,  to  limit  the  plaintiff.  It  may  be  a  shield;  it  may  be  a 
sword.  Before  ordered  it  should  appear  that  the  applicant  needs  the  infor- 
mation, and  that  the  other  party  can  give  the  particulars  and  be  held  by  them 
as  in  a  firm  grasp,  in  the  prescribed  circle,  without  materially  impairing  his 
rights.  If  the  subject-matter  be  such  as  in  its  nature  admits  of  geuer  il  or 
•*'»liMl)!c  information  a  thing  open  aa  the  day,  the  particulars  may  be  ordered 
without  hesitation.  On  the  contrary,  if  from  the  nature  of  the  subject  the 
act  or  offense  and  the  circumstances  are  not  to  be  thus  seen,  known,  or  re- 
solved, the  order  should  be  granted  with  great  hesitation  of  be  withheld. 

It  was,  therefore,  material  to  consider  whether  the  defendant  needed  the 
information  claimed,  and  in  this  form.  He  shows  by  affidavit  that  he  had 
no  knowledge  or  suspicion  as  to  the  times  or  places  at  which  the  plaintiff  ex- 
pects to  prove  the  case,  was  entirely  at  a  loss  to  form  any  surmise  concerning 
the  probable  line  of  proof  which  may  be  adopted  by  the  plaintiff  on  the 
trial.  That  being  so,  he  stood  in  the  attitude  common  to  suitors  pressed  by 
what  they  deem  an  artificial  or  unjust  claim ;  the  field  of  combat  opened  to 
him  as  it  has  l>een  to  litigants  for  generations.  He  will  recognize  the  fact, 
his  learned  counsel  will  accept  the  suggestion  that  a  defendant  can  not  by  an 
interlocutory  order  be  put  in  the  position  he  will  be  in,  be  given  the  light  he 
will  have,  when  on  the  trial  the  plaintiff 's  proofs  are  in  and  his  case  closed. 
But  still  the  inquiry  is  whether  or  not  within  a  due  course  of  procedure  the 
information  can  or  should  be  furnished.  If  he  did  need  that  information 
when  the  application  was  first  made  at  Special  Term,  does  that  want  rest  on 
him  still  ?  I  learn  from  the  arguments  and  illustrations  of  counsel  speaking 
to  the  case  in  court  on  this  and  former  occasions,  and  from  the  affidavits, 
that  there  had  been  examinations  before  a  committee,  the  plaintiff  present  aa 
a  witness ;  that  several  statements  have  from  time  to  time  been  given  to  the 
public,  in  each  the  plaintiff  seeking  to  make  out  his  case,  and  in  his  zeal 
setting  forth  and  amplifying  his  proofs.  The  details  of  the  case  have  thus 
obtained  a  large  publicity.  In  addition  to  that  we  have  before  us  the  plain- 
tiff ^s  affidavit  used  at  the  Special  Term  in  resisting  the  last  motion,  in  which 
he  states  what  proof  he  has  and  what  he  has  not.    If  not  otherwise  obtained. 
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ibis  affidavit  on  file  giyea  to  the  defendant  the  desired  information.    This 
the  oonnael  concedes  by  his  offer  to  accept  that  afBdayit  as  the  bill  of  par 
ticnlars. 

It  most  be  gratifying  to  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  to  contrant 
the  position  of  his  client  as  thus  advised  with  the  position  he  would  hare 
occupied  had  the  plaintiff,  according  to  the  general  course,  l)rr>uf;ht  his 
action,  studiously  withholding  all  statements  of  the  proofs  he  professes  to 
have  at  his  command.  The  application  for  particulars  would  then  have  had 
much  greater  support. 

But  it  does  not  appear  from  the  proofs  that  the  plaintiff  has  anv  actual  per- 
sonal knowledge  which  could  with  safety  be  put  in  the  form  of  particulars. 
He  had  at  best  certain  ioformation  by  which  he  may  have  bef  n  enlightened 
or  may  have  been  misled.  If  not  misled  as  to  the  substantive  fact,  he  may 
have  been  as  to  the  times  and  places  to  be  designated  under  this  order. 

As  the  defendant  has  thus  all  the  information  which  could  be  extorted  by 
the  orders  of  the  court,  should  he  be  content,  or  should  that  as  to  time  and 
place  be  put  in  the  form  of  particulars  ?  The  change  in  form  will  not  add  one 
jot  or  tittle  to  the  information  as  given.  The  advantage  gained  might  be 
one  which  the  defendant  in  the  exercise  of  his  own  judgment  would  reject, 
one  which  might  operate  oppressively  upon  the  plaintiff  on  the  trial.  A 
special  and  theoretical  suggestion  in  favor  of  the  particulars  remains  to  be 
noticed.  It  is  said  that  as  the  defendant  is  innocent  he  may  be  surprised  on 
the  trial,  may  be  confronted  by  fabricated  testimony  as  to  acts  never  dreamed 
of  by  him;  that  if  a  statement  of  the  times  and  places  be  given  he  might  be 
prepared  to  prove  that  at  such  times  he  was  absent  from  the  state.  Such 
apprehensions,  peculiar  to  a  nervous  suitor,  do  not  deserve  much  attention. 
The  statement  that  plaintiff  intends  to  introduce  fabricated  testimony  was 
fully  met  by  his  affidavit,  and  we  must  respect  tha't  denial.  The  case  is  not 
in  this  respect  peculiar;  the  like  suggestion,  for  aught  that  we  can  see,  might 
be  made  in  half  the  cases  on  our  calendar.  I  have  too  much  faith  in  the 
ordeal  to  which  unknown  witnesses  may  be  subjected  on  the  trial  to  accept 
such  a  suggestion.  In  few  cases  oould  a  defendant  be  as  free  from  a  chance 
of  being  taken  by  surprise.  As  the  case  is  expected  to  last  some  weeks  in  its 
trial,  there  would  be  ample  time  for  the  defendant  to  recover  from  any  casual 
surprise  and  meet  any  unexpected  testimony. 

On  the  hearing  at  the  Special  Term,  Judge  McCue  granted  the  order 
from  which  this  appeal  is  taken.  After  his  usual  method,  he  wrote  an  opinion, 
an  opinion  entitled  to  great  respect.  But  the  order  as  framed  does  not  in 
terms,  or  in  the  sense  and  spirit,  conform  to  the  opinion.  It  is  much  less 
liberal  than  the  opinion,  and  is  in  several  respects  objectionable. 

First,  The  plaintiff  is  required  to  state  the  particular  times  and  places  as 
to  which  he  expects  and  intends  to  offer  proof  of  specific  acts  of  adultery. 
The  requisition  is  somewhat  in  contrast  with  the  opinion,  from  which  it 
would  appear  that  the  very  day  need  not  be  stated,  yet  more  strongly  to  be 
contrasted  with  the  more  liberal  rule  stated  in  the  ca:^e  in  Humphrey  v.  Cot- 
U^^au  (4  Cow.  55):  *'In  a  bill  of  particulars,  the  date  of  the  items  should 
always  be  given  with  as  much  particularity  as  possible.     If  the  precise  day 
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can  not  be  stated,  the  month  or  year  probably  can."  On  the  trial  the  order 
would  be  of  binding  force,  and  would  control. 

Secondly,  The  next  clause  in  the  order  precludes  plaintiff  from  offering 
any  evidence  at  the  trial  to  prove  any  specific  act  of  adultery  at  any  other  time 
or  place  than  stated  in  the  particulars. 

We  think  this  improper,  not  only  because  proof  otherwise  admissible  and 
somewhat  circumstantial  in  its  character  would  be  excluded,  but  because  an 
order  of  non-pros.^  or  for  such  preclusion,  should  not  be  made  until  after  a 
previous  order  to  furnish  the  particulars  had  been  disobeyed.  The  depriva- 
tion should  follow  some  offense. 

The  residue  of  the  order  provides  that  the  plaintiff  shall  not  be  prohibited 
from  introducing  testimony,  confessions,  and  so  forth,  other  than  as  to  specific 
acts  of  adultery  though  no  specific  time  be  referred -to.  That  relates  to  the 
mere  introduction  of  such  proof,  not  to  the  effect  of  it  when  received. 

At  the  close  of  the  argument  this  morning  I  entertained  the  hope  that  we 
could  modify  the  order  and  in  a  sense  afiSrm  it,  but  on  further  examination 
and  refiection  we  find  that,  according  to  our  convictions,  impossible,  and 
after  much  deliberation  are  constrained  to  reverse  the  order. 

Reynolds,  J. — The  Court  of  Appeals  has  decided  that  this  court  '*  has  the 
power,  if  it  sees  fit,  to  order  particulars  to  be  furnished,"  and  has  remitted 
the  case  to  this  court  to  decide  **  whether  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  it 
should  grant  or  refuse  the  order  applied  for."  Upon  the  former  appeal  I 
considered  the  question  carefully,  and  came  to  the  conclusion  that  this  is  not 
a  proper  case  for  the  exercise  of  that  power.  With  great  respect  for  the  views 
of  my  brother  McCue  to  the  contrary,  I  still  think,  that  the  order  ought  not 
to  be  made,  and  for  reasons  given  in  the  opinion  then  filed  by  me.  After  all 
the  statements  and  afiidavits  that  have  been  made  in  this  matter,  I  think 
there  is  more  danger  that  an  order  so  exacting  as  to  be  at  all  effectual  would 
work  hardship  and  injustice  to  the  plaintiff  than  that  the  defendant  without 
it  would  suffer  from  surprise  upon  a  trial  which,  as  the  counsel  upon  both  sides 
suppose,  is  to  last  for  weeks.  The  usual  course  of  procedure  and  the  rules  of 
evidence  will,  I  think,  conserve  the  rights  of  both  parties.  I  am,  therefore, 
in  favor  of  reversing  the  order  appealed  from. 


The  following  order  was  accordingly  entered : 

At  a  General  Term  of  the  City  Court  of  Brooklyn,  held  at  the  Court 
House,  City  of  Brooklyn,  on  the  29th  day  of  December,  1874,  present  the  Hon. 
Joseph  Neilson,  Ch.  J.,  and  Hon.  Geo.  G.  Heynolds,  J. 
[  Title  of  the  cauee.  ] 

The  appeal  from  the  order  entered  in  this  action  on  the  11th  day  of 
December,  1874,  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  **a  statement  of  particu- 
lars, setting  forth  the  particular  times  and  places  at  which  he  expects  or 
intends  to  offer  proof  that  any  specific  acts  of  adultery  occurred  between  the 
defendant  and  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff,  and  th'at  plaintiff  be  precluded  frdm 
offering  evidence  at  the  trial  of  this  action  to  prove  the  occurrence  of  any 
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specific  act  of  adultery  at  any  other  time  or  place  than  such  as  shall  be  set 
forth  in  the  said  statement  of  particulars,  having  been  heard  at  the  General 
Term  of  this  court, 

It  is  now,  on  motion  of  Morris  ft  Pearsall,  attorneys  for  the  appellant,  after 
hearing  Roger  A.  Pryor  and  William  A.  Beach,  Esqs.,  of  counsel  for  appellant ; 
Thomas  G.  Shearman  and  B.  F.  Tracy,  Esqs.,  of  counsel  for  respondent, 

Ordered^  That  the  said  order  appealed  from  be  and  the  same  is  hereby, 
reversed,  without  costs. 

(▲  copy.)  Gbobob  W.  Enabbbl,  Acting  CUrh. 
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The  canse  having  been  called  before  McCue,  J.,  and  sent  before  Keilboh, 
Ch.  J.,  the  examination  of  the  proposed  jurors  was  commenced. 

[The  circumstances  relative  to  the  calling  of  the  cause,  the  proceedings 
had  thereon,  the  transfer  of  it  from  part  1  of  the  court,  and  the  exceptions 
which  were  taken  in  respect  thereto,  are  omitted,  as  not  necessary  for  the 
purposes  of  this  publication ;  and  the  numbering  of  the  days  in  the  margin 
accordingly  commences  with  the  proceedings  actually  reported.  In  the 
following  account  of  the  impanneling  of  the  jury,  some  examinations  which 
raised  no  question  of  law,  and  conversation  not  material  to  such  questions, 
are  omitted  without  further  indication.] 

The  Clerk  first  called  from  the  combined  panels — William  Harknebs — 
and  swore  him  to  truly  answer  such  questions  as  might  be  put  to  him  touch- 
ing his  qualifications  as  a  juror  in  this  cause. 

Mr,  Shearman, — We  desire  to  suggest,  if  your  Honor  please,  that  in  order 
to  avoid  the  responsibility  or  annoyance  of  each  side  raising  somewhat 
formal  objections  to  the  jurors,  some  of  whom  may  think  that  they  ought  to 
be  sufiiciently  well  known  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  putting  such  questions  to 
them,  that,  if  it  meets  the  approbation  of  the  other  side,  it  might  be  as  well 
for  your  Honor  to  put  certain  formal  questions  to  every  juror,  such  as  his  age, 
residence,  occupation,  citizenship,  whether  he  has  heard  of  this  case  before, 
and  whether  he  has  formed  and  expressed  an  opinion.*^ 
•  JuDGU  Neilsok. — ^I  appreciate  the  delicacy  of  counsel  in  the  suggestion 
made,  but  jurors  will  all  understand  that  it  is  the  duty  of  counsel  to  put 
such  questions.  Even  the  best  known  citizen  that  may  be  called  will  under- 
stand that  it  is  the  duty  of  counsel  to  put  such  questions  to  him,  and  I  think 
that  counsel  had  better  put  the  interrogatories  themselves. 

♦  To  avoid  the  necessity  of  challenging  every  juror,  the  court  may  be  asked  to 
propose  uniform  questions  to  every  juror ;  and  after  their  answers,  either  party 
may  challenge  at  his  option.  "  It  is  a  frequent  thing  for  the  court  to  prescribe  cer- 
tain questions  to  be  put  to  every  juror,  which  he  is  to  answer  ;  and  no  specific 
cause  of  challenge  is  stated  until  these  answers  are  given."  This  usage  has 
been  adopted  on  some  occasions  in  the  United  States  courts,  and  probably  prevails 
throughout  the  State.  Per  Mitchell,  J.,  in  Carnal  v.  People  (I  Park  Cr.  272, 
2B2);  Supreme  Court,  1851,  Edmonds,  Mitchell,  and  King,  JJ. 

In  ProbaVa  Ca*«  (Trial  for  Murder,  of  Bearing,  Official  Report,  Oyer  &  T.. 
Phil.,  1866),  a  juror  had  been  examined,  and  said  he  had  formed  an  opinion;  and 
counsel  insisted  that  he  was  incompetent.  Allison,  P.  J.,  put  the  question  : 
"  Notwithstanding  the  opinion  [or,  impression]  that  you  have  formed,  can  you 
enter  the  jury-box  and  decide  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  defendant  upon  the 
evidence  which  may  be  submitted  to  you,  and  upon  that  alone,  uninfluenced  by 
the  impression  or  opinion  which  you  say  you  have  formed  of  the  guilt  or  inno> 
cence  of  the  defendant  ?  "  The  juror  ausweringln  the  affirmative,  the  challeng« 
was  withdrawn,  and  the  juror  accepted. 
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Mr,  Beach. — I  dissent  from  the  idea  that  this  duty  should  be  assumed  by 
the  court.  For  myself,  I  feel  no  delicacy  in  examining  any  gentleman  who 
may  be  called  as  a  juror,  both  as  to  the  formal  and  meritorious  queations 
going  to  his  qualifications  as  a  juror,  whenever  I  shall  deem  it  necessary. 
This  juror  has  been  sworn  as  upon  a  challenge  for  principal  cause.  I  do  not 
know  who  has  interposed  the  challenge.  We  find  it  interposed.  But  I  have 
no  objection  to  each  juror  being  so  sworn,  as  he  is  called,  to  answer  questions 
as  to  challenge  for  principal  cause,  and  as  to  the  favor,  both. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  will  be  more  convenient. 

Mr.  Evarta. — Our  view  is  that  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  has  to  deter- 
mine first  whether  he  will  challenge  the  juror  and  put  interrogatories.* 

William  Harknbss  called.  Counsel  for  the  plaintiff  not  interposing  any 
challenge,  Mr.  Shearman  challenged  for  principal  cause. 

Q.  State  your  age  and  plac^e  of  residence  ?  A.  I  am  85  years  of  age;  I 
reside  at  No.  127  St.  Felix -street. 

Q.  What  is  your  occupation?  A.  The  business  of  painting  and  paper-hanging. 

Q.  Arc  you  acquainted  with  either  of  the  parties  to  this  suit?  A.  I  am  not,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  of  the  controversy  which  forms  the  subject  of  this 
suit  ?    A.  I  have. 

Q.  How  long  ago  ?  A.  From  the  very  commencement  of  the  publication 
in  the  papers. 

Q.  To  what  publication  do  you  refer  as  the  first  ?  A.  I  disremember 
what  the  first  publication  was ;  I  think  it  was  the  publication  of  a.  statement 
of  Ittr.  Tilfeon  which  was  published  in  a  paper  here;  I  think  that  was  the  first. 

Q.  Do  you  refer  to  his  letter  to  Dr.  Bacon  ?     A.  I  think  I  do. 

Q.  Then  you  never  read  the  WoodhuU-Claflin  paper  ?  A.  I  heard  of  it, 
but  never  took  any  notice  of  it  to  read  about  it ;  the  first  I  took  notice  of 
particularly  was  this  letter. t 

Q.  Did  you  not  inform  yourself  of  the  substance  of  the  story  contained 
in  the  Woodhull-Claflin  paper?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Prior  to  the  publication  of  this  letter  of  the  plaintiff  to  Dr.  Bacon, 
you  were  not  aware  that  there  was  any  such  charge  or  not;  the  charge  made 
by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant?  X.  No,  sir;  more  than  what  I  saw 
in  the  paper.     I  did  not  take  particular  notice  of  it. 

Q.  Have  you  formed  any  opinion  upon  that  subject  ?    A.  I  have. 

Q.  Have  you  expressed  that  opinion  ?    A.  I  have. 

JuDOE  Neilson. — Unless  counsel  enlighten  me  to  the  contrary,  I  think 
this  juror  should  stand  aside. 

♦  It  is  immaterial  in  civil  cases  which  party  challenges  first.  In  1  Cow.  489. 
Note,  Cowen  also  says  '*  that  the  one  who  first  begins  must  finish  all  his  chal 
lenges  before  the  other  begins ;  otherwise  he  is  precluded  from  making  any 
farther  challenges."    But  tluH  is  not  according  to  the  present  practice. 

In  criminal  cased  the  prisoner  has  the  first  right  of  challenge.  Rex  v.  Bran- 
dreth  (32  How.  St.  Tr.  774);  MacfarUind'8  Tr,  (8  Abb.  Pr,  N.  S.  57,  58). 

t  In  the  Macfarland  ca.se  it  was  assigned  as  ground  of  challenge  to  the  favoi 
that  tbe  juror  sympathized  with  connideraiions  which  entered  into  the  prosecution, 
and  that  he  had  a  bias  in  favor  of  persons  on  the  side  of  the  prosecution.  Jurors 
were  accordingly  qut-stioned  as  to  the  Astor  House  marriage,  and  their  acquaint- 
anco  with  Mr.  Froth ingham. 
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Mr,  Beach. — ^Is  your  opinion  formed  on  what  you  read  in  the  newspapers  t 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

'  Q.  Is  that  a  fixed  and  definite  opinion  that  would  disqualify  you  from 
passing  upon  this  case  on  the  evidence  and  the  law  as  given  by  the  court, 
according  to  your  oath  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  think  that  you  could  hear  this  case  fairly  and  impartially,  and 
under  the  instructions  of  the  court  as  to  the  law,  decide  it  according  to  the 
evidence  ?    A.  I  think  I  could,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Tliat  does  not  remove  the  objection.  We  are  not  called 
upon  to  remove  an  opinion  that  is  formed.  The  law  decides,  I  think,  that 
this  juror  is  not  impartial,  and  his  own  opinion  that  he  might  or  might 
not  come  to  a  different  conclusion  on  the  law  and  the  evidence  does  not  rein- 
state him  in  that  impartial  attitude  toward  the  case. 

Mr.  Beach. — The  counsel,  1  think,  combines  the  two  forms  of  challenges. 
Wliatever  may  be  the  effect  of  this  opinion  upon  a  challenge  to  the  favor, 
upon  a  challenge  to  the  principal  cause  I  understand  the  rule  to  be  settled 
that  an  opinion  formed  and  expressed  on  the  reading  of  a  newspaper,  not  of  a 
definite  and  fixed  character,  in  regard  to  which  the  juror  testifies  that  he  can 
pass  upon  the  evidence  under  the  instructions  of  the  court  as  to  the  law,  with- 
out being  influenced  by  it,  is  not  a  disqualification  upon  the  challenge  foi 
principal  cause.  I  do  not  know,  sir,  that  tbat  is  a  question  which  is  neces- 
sary to  be  pressed.  I  am  quite  willing  that  the  cause  of  disqualification, 
where  a  challenge  is  interposed  to  the  favor,  may  be  considered  upon  the 
challenge  for  principal  cause.* 

*  Where  strict  practice  is  pursued,  a  challenge,  to  be  in  proper  form,  shoold 
specify  whether  it  is  for  principal  cause  or  to  the  favor.  Freeman  v.  People  (4 
Den.  9).  But  to  omit  the  statement  or  to  err  in  it,  is  not  necessarily  fatal  unless 
the  objection  is  taken  at  the  time.  People  v.  MaMon  (8  Lans.  224) ;  People  v.. 
Christie  (2  Park.  Cr.  579).  And  after  a  challenfi^e  for  principal  cause  on  a  ground 
involving  alleged  bias,  has  been  overruled,  the  same  party  may  challenge  the 
same  juror  to  the  favor,  and  examine  him  as  to  the  same  matter.  Carnal  Y.People 
(1  Park.  Cr.  272).  All  causes  for  principal  challenge  relied  on  by  one  party  must 
be  taken  together  at  one  time;  and  all  causes  for  challenge  to  the  favor,  relied  on 
by  one  party  must  be  taken  together  and  tried  at  one  time,  excepting  fresh  causaa 
arising  after  trial  of  those  first  assigned.     Carnal  v.  People  (1  Park.  Cr.  272). 

By  the  New  York  Statute  of  1873,  all  challenges  of  jurors,  both  in  civil  and 
criminal  cases,  shall  be  tried  and  determined  by  the  court  only.  Either  party 
may  except  to  such  determination,  and  upon  a  writ  of  error  or  certiorari,  the  court 
may  review  any  such  decision  the  same  as  other  questions  arising  upon  the  trial. 
Lam  of  1873,  ch.  427,  g  1.  This  statute  has  not  dispensed  with  the  distinction 
in  substance  and  in  form  between  the  two  classes  of  challenges.  Tweed* »  Trial, 
Davis.  J. 

In  strict  regularity  the  challengfing  party  should  state  the  cause  of  chal- 
lenge, so  that  when  it  goes  upon  the  record  the  other  party  may  demur  or  traverse. 
If  without  formal  plea  or  demurrer  he  adduces  evidence  tending  to  disprove  the 
challenge  he  is  treated  as  having  joined  issue  on  it.  People  v.  Jiaiher  (4  Wend. 
229.  240).  The  rule  stated  in  some  of  the  cases,  Freeman  v.  People  (4  Den.  9),  and  * 
amplified  in  WaiVa  Practice,  vol.  3,  p.  107,  that  whichever  class  the  challenge 
belongs  to,  the  eround  of  it  must  be  distinctly  assigned  in  interposing  the  chal- 
lenge, is  not  enforced  in  practice.  The  court  may  require  it,  but  it  is  not  usually 
required  ;  and  if  not  required  the  challenge  is  good  without  assigning  a  ground. 
Carnal  v.  People  (1  Park.  Cr.  272),  and  autnorities  there  collected.  And  assigninir 
one  ground  of  bias  does  not  preclude  the  challenging  party  from  proving 
another.     Thorn' i  Case  (4  City  H.  Rcc.  81). 
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JuDGB  Neilson.— That  will  sare  time.  1  think  that  this  juror  must  stand  aside. 

The  Clerk  then  called  Charles  E.  Foster.     Sworn  on  the  challenge  for 
principal  cause. 

Mr.  EvarU, — Our  understanding  of  the  law  is  that  the  plaintiff  is  first  to 
determine  whether  he  will  challenge. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  that  is  so,  gentlemen,  the  vital  thing  all  the 
time  being  to  get  at  the  merits  of  the  juror. 

Mr.  Beach, — Q.  Where  is  youi  residence  ?    A.  In  Cumberland-street. 

Q.  Where  is  your  business  ?    A.  No.  39  Howard-street. 

Q.  Have  you  read  the  publications  about  this  controversy  f  A.  I  read 
very  little  of  it.     I  have  been  abroad. 

Q.  When  did  you  go  abroad  ?    A.  Last  April,  and  I  returned  in  the  Fall. 

Q.  Have  you  read  any  of  the  publications  connected  with  this  case  ?  A. 
Very  little. 

Q.  What  publications  have  you  read  ?  A.  I  can  not  recall  anything  but 
a  general  idea. 

Q.  Have  you  read  any  of  the  statements  made  by  other  persons  ?  A.  I 
only  know  the  case  by  hearsay. 

Q.  Have  you  conversed  with  any  other  persons  about  it  ?  A.  Not  particu- 
larly that  I  remember;  I  may  have  done  so. 

Q.  Since  you  came  home  did  you  have  any  conversation  with  any  person 
on  the  subject-matter  of  this  trial  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  read  any  of  the  statements  of  Mr.  Tilton  ?    A.  I  have  not. 

Q.  Or  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  I  have  not. 

Q.  Did  yon  read  the  report  of  the  Committee  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  either  of  these  parties  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  yuu  formed  any  opinion  in  regard  to  the  merits  of  this  con- 
troversy t    A.  I  have  not. 

Q.  Have  you  expressed  any  impression  as  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the 
defendant  ?    I  don^t  think  I  have ;  I  may  have  done  so. 

Q.  What  is  your  age  ?    A.  Twenty-three  years. 

Q.  Are  you  married  t    A.  I  am  not. 

Q.  Do  you  belong  to  any  religious  denomination  ?  "^  A.  I  belong  to  Dr. 
Ouyler's  church. 

*  Membership  of  the  same  church  or  society  as  one  of  the  parties  is  not 
ground  of  challenge  for  principal  cause,  but  is  competent  to  be  proved  in  sup- 
port of  a  challenge  to  the  favor,  and  it  will  be  for  the  judge  to  say  whether  under 
the  circumstances  he  deems  the  juror  indifferent.  See  following  authorities. 
Purple  V.  HorUm,  13  Wend.  9;  {Supreme  Gt.  18S4,  opinion  by  Savage,  J.)  Ac- 
tion for  slander.  Held,  That  a  Freemason  is  not  disqunlified  as  matter  of  prin- 
cipal cause  from  sitting  as  a  juror,  where  another  Mason  is  a  party,  even  though 
the^  be  of  the  same  degree.  Blackstone's  statement,  that  being  of  the  same 
eocietj  or  corporation,  is  enough  to  exclude,  is  not  as  a  general  rule  sound,  in 
the  present  state  of  society. 

In  the  same  case,  a  challenge  on  the  same  ground  was  submitted  to  triers  who 
lieard  the  oath  which  is  taken  by  all  Maiions  to  aid  each  other,  &c.,  and  they 
lield  the  juror  indifferent.    Held,  no  error. 

In  the  Morgan  Triale  on  an  indictment  for  conspiracy  to  kidnap,  one  of  the 
trials  reported  as  People  v.  Mather,  4  Weud.  229,  a  juror  was  challenged  for  prin- 
cipal cause  on  the  ground  that  he  was  a  member  of  the  society  of  Freemasons 
pM  of  the  degree  of  Hoyal  Arch  ;  and  reliance  was  placed  on  the  rule  in  Black 
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Q.  Do  you  happen  to  have  read  i^ything  of  the  proceedings  of  the  council 
of  the  church  ?  A.  I  think  I  glanced  over  the  paper  once  or  twice.  I  don't 
remember  the  particulars. 

Q.  Do  you  feel  no  sufficient  interest  in  this  question  to  read  the  proceed- 
ings published,  in  the  newspapers  ?  A.  I  was  away  so  long  that  I  took  no 
interest.     I  have  been  abroad,  off  and  on,  for  five  years. 

Q.  I  am  requested  to  ask  you  whether  you  are  acquainted  with  Alderman 
Whitney,  in  your  vicinity  ?    A.  I  am. 

Q.  Have  you  had  any  conversation  with  him  in  regard  to  the  case  ?  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  When  were  you  summoned  as  a  juror  ?  A.  I  think  on  Friday  morn- 
ing— New  Year's  morning. 

Q.  Since  that  time  you  have  conversed  with  no  person  in  regard  to  youi 
having  been  summoned  ?    A.  I  have  mentioned  the  fact  to  several  persons. 

Q.  Tou  had  no  conversation  following  the  mentioning  of  that  fact  ?  A. 
No,  sir. 

•  Q.  To  whom  did  you  mention  it  ?    A.  To  a  great  many  people ;  I  don't 
remember  particularly. 

Q.  This  service  of  the  summons,  you  say,  was  by  a  copy  left  at  youi 
residence  ?    A.  It  was  handed  to  me  New  Year's  morning. 

Q.  Who  handed  it  to  you  ?     A.  The  servant  girl. 

Q.  Who  was  present  ?    A.  My  father. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  any  expression  of  opinion  in  regard  to  this  case  ?  A. 
I  have. 

Q.  From  whom  ?    A.  My  father,  and  I  think  I  have  from  several  others. 

Q.  Those  expressions  of  opinion  from  your  own  family,  did  they  arise  in 
the  subject  of  conversation  about  this  case,  or  from  previous  conversation 
with  your  family  ?     A.   Yes,  I  think  they  did ;  they  read  the  papers. 

Q.  They  read  the  papers  and  discussed  the  contents,  and  expressed  an 
opinion  ?    A.  They  did. 

Q.  Did  you  make  any  reply  or  comment  upon  this  ?    A.     I  tliink  I  did. 

Q.  Was  it  favorable  or  unfavorable  to  one  side  or  the  other  ?  A.  I  think 
they  were  favorable  to  one  side. 

Q.  And  you  expressed  an  opinion  favorably  to  one  side  ?  A.  I  am  scarce- 
ly able  to  express  an  opinion. 

Q.  But  you  did?    A.  I  did. 

Q.  And  that  was  founded  on  communications  made  by,  or  conversations 
had  upon  the  subject  of  this  controversy  with  your  family  ?    A.  It  was. 

Q.  From  those,  communications  made,  you  expressed  an  opinion  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  entertain  that  opinion  now  ?  A.  I  am  hardly  capable  of  say- 
ing whether  I  have  an  opinion  or  not.     I  see  nothing  to  change  my  opinion. 

Q.  Was  the  opinion  you  expressed  honest  at  the  time  ?    A.  I  think  it  was. 

tttone.  The  court  held  that  "  society  "  meant  such  as  are  recognized  by  law.  Mr. 
Spencer  offered  to  prove  that  the  society  of  which  the  juror  and  defendant  were 
both  members  was  incorporated.  After  argument  the  court  overruled  the  objec- 
tion ;  and  on  trial  of  a  chalJenge  to  the  fnvor,  the  obligations  of  Freemasonry 
hftTing  been  proved,  the  triers  rejected  the  juror.     Edic.  Jurym.  Q.  95. 
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Q.  An  opinion  actually  entertained  ?  A.  Well,  I  think  so.  I  expressed 
an  opinion ;  I  think  it  was  my  opinion. 

Q.  Do  ycm  entertain  that  opinion  now  ?    A.  I  suppose  I  do. 

Mr.  Shearman. — Was  this  opinion  a  fixed  opinion  or  a  mere  impression  t 
A.  It  was  a  mere  impressirin. 

Q  Was  that  impression  so  strong  that  it  would  require  any  evidence  to 
remove  it  on  the  trial  of  this  case,  or  not  ?    A.  No,  I  don't  think  it  was. 

Q.  Do  you  think  on  the  trial  of  this  case  you  would  listen  to  the  evidence 
as  if  it  was  merely  a  new  case,  and  without  reference  to  the  parties  ?  A.  I 
think  I  should. 

Q.  Was  that  anything  more  than  a  hypothetical  impression  formed,  on  the 
assumption  that  the  facts  might  be  as  stated  to  you  ?  A.  My  opinion  was 
formed  upon  what  I  heard. 

Q.  Did  you  suppose  you  had  heard  the  real,  full  statement  of  the  case  t 
A.  I  suppose  I  had  heard  a  true  statement. 

Q.  But  not  a  full  statetnent  ?     A.  Not  a  full  statement. 

Q.  Then  do  you  suppose  that,  upon  a  full  statement  being  given,  it  might 
appear  very  different,  or  do  you  suppose  that  nothing  would  change  your 
views  ?    A.  I  have  not  thought  about  that. 

Q.  This  was  simply  an  impression  of  what  was  told  you  ?  A.  Tes;  that 
ia  all. 

Q.  Have  you  any  bias  which  would  require  evidence  to  remove  that  im- 
pression ?    A.  I  have  not. 

Mr.  Beach. — ^Did  you  believe  what  was  told  you  at  the  time  you  expressed 
that  opinion  ?    A.  Yes  ;  I  had  every  reason  to  believe  it. 

Q.  Did  you  believe  it  ?    A.  I.  did. 

Q.  And  you  expressed  your  opinion  on  what  you  heard  ?    A.  I  did. 

Q.  Have  you  changed  that  opinion  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Would  it  require  evidence  to  change  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — Mr.  Shearman,  what  do  you  think  about  this  juror  ? 

Mr.  Shearman. — It  seems  to  me  that  this  juror  has  nothing  but  an  impres- 
sion formed  u[)on  outside  statements.  He  admits  that  these  outside  statements 
are  not  evidence,  and  are  mere  hearsay  upon  which  he  could  not  condemn  any 
one.  An  ingenious  question  has  been  put  to  show  that  he  requires  evidence 
to  remove  the  impression,  but  the  juror  does  not  mean  that  it  requires  any 
evidence  in  order  to  prevent  him  from  acting  impartially  in  this  case.  His 
meaning  is,  that  in  consequence  of  his  long  absence,  and  hearing  only  what 
has  floated  around  in  the  city,  he  has  formed  some  slight  impression.  I  do 
Dot  suppose  that  we  can  evtr  get  a  juror  that  has  not  formed  some  slight 
impression;  and  we,  for  our  part,  are  willing  to  cake  those  who  have  formed 
a  slight  impression  which  does  not  require  evidence  to  remove.  We  prefer 
taking  men  who  have  read  the  newspapers  to  those  who  say  they  have  not. 
That  class  of  jurors  who  would  state  that  they  have  not  read  or  thought  at  all 
of  the  case,  or  formed  any  impression  from  what  they  read,  would  be  rather 
■aapicious.    I  can  refer  your  Honor  to  the  case  of  The  People  v.  O'Brien,^ 

♦  8«  N.  Y.  276 ;  S.  C.  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  368 ;  Affg.  48  Barb.  274. 
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Under  that  head,  I  think,  yoar  Honor  will  find  that  a  juror  situated  precisely 
like  this  was  found  competent. 

Mr.  Beach, — He  is  competent  upon  a  challenge  as  to  principal  cause,  but 
this  is  a  challenge  as  to  favor  as  well,  and  under  that  challenge  the  rule  is 
universal  that  a  juror  must  be  indifferent  as  between  the  parties.  I  supposed 
that  principle  was  settled  by  your  Honor  and  by  the  senior  counsel  upon  the 
part  of  the  defendant  upon  the  challenge  to  the  last  juror,  and  I  very  readily 
acquiesced  in  it,  because  I  desire,  so  far  as  possible,  to  get  a  quality  of  jurors 
in  this  case  which  will  be  fully  approved  by  the  law.  This  juror  has  been 
absent  and  has  not  kept  pace  with  the  publication  of  this  controversy  in  the 
press,  but  he  receives  in  his  domestic  associations,  from  his  father  and  other 
members  of  the  family,  who  have  read  the  newspapers,  a  communication  in 
regard  to  the  facts  which  they  had  ascertained  from  publications,  and  he  says 
that  he  believed  the  statement  then  made  to  him,  that  he  then  formed  and 
expressed  an  opinion  in  regard  to  the  merits  of  this  litigation,  and  that 
opinion  abides  with  him  still ;  and  he  would  not  abandon  it  until  evidence 
sufficient  was  produced  to  him  to  remove  it.  If  your  Honor,  under  these 
circumstances,  can  say  that  this  is  a  mere  hypothetical  impression,  and  that 
this  juryman  stands  indifferent .  as  between  these  parties,  and  can  pass 
impartially  upon  the  case  according  to  the  evidence,  why,  I  shall  acquiesce  in 
your  Honor's  decision ;  but  we  consider  that  this  presents  a  very  strong  and  a 
very  marked  case  of  a  decided  bias  and  impression,  resting  upon  a  fixed  and 
deliberate  opinion  upon  facts  communicated  to  him  from  sources  upon  which 
he  was  bound  to  rely,  and  upon  which  he  did  rely. 

JuDGB  Neilson. — I  think  that  the  juror  must  be  set  aside. 

Mr,  Shearman, — We  except. 

Louis  H.  Robinson,  called  and  affirmed  on  the  challenge  for  principal  cause. 

Mr,  Morris. — Where  do  you  reside  ?    A.  No.  802  Qates-ave. 

Q.  What  is  your  business  ?    A.  Real  estate  broker. 

Q.  Where  is  your  place  of  business?  A.  I  issue  my  cards  from  my 
residence. 

Q.  Have  you  read  anything  concerning  this  controversy  f  A.  Well, 
partially. 

Q.  What  have  you  read  ?  A.  I  could  not  tell  you.  At  the  time  of  the 
controversy  or  of  the  publications  I  was  laboring  under  severe  pain,  in  conse- 
quence of  an  injured  foot. 

JuDOB  Nbilsok. — And  having  leisure,  you  read  f  A.  When  I  was  relieved 
from  the  pain  I  read  occasionally. 

Mr.  Morris, — You  read  some  of  the  statements  t  A.  I  don't  think  I  did 
read  any  of  them  in  full. 

'Q.  In  part  t    A.  In  part,  possibly. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  whose  statement  you  read  t  A.  I  do  not;  not  having 
read  the  matter  in  connection,  I  did  not  charge  it  on  my  mind,  and  let  it 
all  go. 

Q.  Any  of  the  local  papers  ?  A.  I  occasionally  pick  up  one  when  I  hap- 
pen to  be  where  I  have  a  little  leisure. 
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Q.  You  have  heard  the  question  talked  about  ?     A.   Yes.  sij. 

Q.  And  have  taken  part  yourself  in  the  conversations  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  heard  opinions  expressed  with  reference  to  the  matter,  have  you 
not  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  expressed  opinions  yourself  ?  A.  Well,  I  have,  in  order  to  test 
the  opinions  of  others,  for  argument's  sake,  1.)  see  what  they  thought. 

Q.  And  the  opinions  that  you  have  ox])ressed  were  oj^iuions  relating  to 
the  merits  of  the  controversy— the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  accusation  ?  A. 
Well,  yes,  sir;  that  is,  in  order  to  see  what  the  persons  thoujzhl  about  it. 

Q.  Were  the  opinions  that  you  expressed  honest  opinions  ?  A.  They 
"were  not  such  as  if  I  had  read  the  matter  carefully;  I  should  require  more  to 
form  an  opinion. 

Q.  My  question  is  whether  the  opinions  you  expressed  were  honest 
opinions — whether  you  honestly  entertained  the  opinions  you  said  you  did  ? 
A.  They  were  merely  to  elicit  information,  as  I  hadn't  full  information  on 
the  subject,  to  see  what  the  opinions  of  others  were. 

Q.  Did  you  believe  in  the  truth  of  the  opinions  you  expressed  or  did  you 
not  ?     A.  They  were  n  )t  based  upon  conviction. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  you  have  expressed  opinions  to  parties  that  you 
rli«ln't  believe  to  be  true  and  that  were  not  honest  opinions  ?  A.  I  can  not 
say  that  they  were  dishonest;  they  were  simply  t(»  elicit  information. 

Q.  Did  you  beiieve  in  the  truth  of  the  opinions  that  you  expressed,  or 
did  you  not  ?  A.  I  don't  know  that  I  can  answer  that  any  better  than  I 
have. 

Q.  Did  you  believe  in  the  truth  of  the  opinions  that  you  expressed,  or 
did  you  not  ?     A,  I  didn't  express  tlieni  as  an  opinion  forniLvl. 

Q.  You  have  expressed  opinions;  I  want  an  answer  to  that  question. 
Did  you  helit've  in  the  truth  of  the  opinions  that  you  expressed,  or  did  you 
not  ?  You  c*»n  answer  that  question  directly — yes  or  no.  A.  Well,  that 
would  not  express  my  opinion. 

Q.  Did  you  believe  in  the  truth  of  the  opini(ms  that  you  expressed  at  the 
time  that  you  expressed  them,  or  did  you  not  ? 

Mr,  Hill. — I  submit  that  he  has  stated  that  if  he  answers  yes  or  no  that 
will  not  express  his  conviction. 

The  Juror. — No,  it  will  not;  I  did  not  possess  suflicient  information  to 
form  an  opinion. 

Mr.  Morris. — Did  you  or  did  you  not  believe  in  the  opini<m  you  expressed  ? 
When  you  expressed  an  opinion  that  opinion  related  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of 
the  charge;  you  expressed  your  belief  either  in  its  truth  or  falsity  ?  A.  Will 
yon  allow  me  to  explain  ? 

Q.  When  you  exp»*e8sed  your  opinion,  you  expressed  an  opinion  as  to  flie 
trutn  or  falsity  of  the  charge,  did  you  not  \  A.  I  could  not  answer  that 
question  that  way. 

Mr,  Shearman. — I  understand  the  juror  to  say  he  has  expressed  an 
opinion. 

Judge  Keilson. — Expressed  an  oj)inion  argumentatively. 

The  Juror, — ^Yes,  it  was  not  a  conviction — it  was  not  an  opinion. 
I.— 10 
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Mr,  Morris. — That  opinioD  yoa  did  express  was  an  argumentatiye  opinion. 
Did  It  relate  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  charge ;  did  yoa  express  your 
belief  in  that  argumentative  opinion  that  the  charge  was  true  or  false  ?  A.  It 
was  on  condition  that  the  evidence  was  brought  in  to  snpport  it;  I  can 
answer  as  far  as  that. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  facts,  that  you  read,  in  the  newspapers  t  A.  I 
didn't  read  anything  that  was  a  sufficiently  connected  account  of  the  trans- 
action that  I  could  form  an  opinion  upon,  without  such  eyidcnce  asr  would  be 
produced  in  court. 

Q.  Did  you  elicit  opinions  from  others,  when  you  expressed  your 
opinion  in  that  way  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  them  out  ?  A.  Sometimes 
I  did, 

Q.  Did  you  believe  in  the  truth  or  correctness  of  their  opinions  f  A.  I 
thought  they  were  premature. 

Q.  How  many  such  conversations  have  you  had  t  A.  I  could  not  tell 
you  that. 

Q.  It  has  been  a  matter  of  repeated  conversation  and  <5.iPcu8sion  in  your 
presence,  has  it  not  t    A.  Tes,  sir. 

Q.  Almost  daily  ?    A.  Well,  no,  not  dally. 

Q.  Almost  daily  ?    A  No,  sir. 

Q.  Every  week  ?  A.  Perhaps  as  often  as  once  a  week  I  would  hear  j«««>io 
allusion  to  it. 

Q.  And  sometimes  it  has  been  much  oftener  than  that  ?  A.  Tes,  air, 
sometimes. 

Q.  With  whom  have  you  discussed  the  matter  ?  A.  I  have  talked  with  a 
gentleman  by  the  name  of  Clark ;  I  don't  know  what  his  other  name  is. 

Q.  Talked  with  many  others  ?    A.  I  talked  with  Marcus  H.  Lang. 

Q.  What  induced  you  to  take  this  interest  in  the  matter,  iu  stating  these 
opinions  of  yours  augumentatively,  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  out  the 
opinions  of  others;  what  induced  you  to  take  so  much  interest  in  the  discus- 
sion of  this  matter  ?  A.  Because  it  was  a  matter  that  seemed  to  be  of  general 
interest ;  I  had  an  inquiring  mind,  to  see  if  I  could  reach  some  base  for  a 
conclusion. 

Q.  Tou  were  examining  the  matter  in  reference  to  making  up  your  mind 
as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  accusation ;  is  that  it  ?  A.  Perhaps  that  might 
be  the  object. 

Q.  That  being  your  purpose,  you  sought  the  sources  of  information  that 
were  communicated  to  the  public,  didn't  you  t  A  No,  sir;  I  have  not  had 
time  so  that  I  could  do  that. 

Q.  Tou  have  read  about  it  ?    A.  I  have  read  some  portions  of  it. 

Q.  What  portions  have  you  read  f  A.  Well,  I  read  portions  of  the  testi- 
mony before  the  Committee. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  Committee's  report  t    A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  Any  portion  of  it  ?  A.  I  did  not;  the  papers  and  reports  that  con- 
tained that  I  missed. 

Q.  You  heard  the  result  of  that  investigation  t    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  concur  in  the  result,  or  did  you  form  any  opinion  in  reference 
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t")  that  result,  as  to  whether  it  was  correct  or  Incorrect  ?    A.  No,  sir,  that  I 
could  not  do,  because  I  had  not  information  to  Justify  me  in  doing  it. 

Q.  How  recently  have  you  talked  with  any  persons  upon  this  subject  ?  A. 
I  think  that  the  conversation  I  had  with  Mr.  Clark  was  on  Wednesday  or 
Thursday  last. 

Q.  What  was  that  conversation  about  f  A.  It  was  on  the  general  merits 
of  the  caae. 

Q.  Did  you  express  an  opinion  to  Mr.  Clark  on  that  occasion  ?  A.  I  don't 
think  I  did. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  whether  you  did  or  not  ?  A.  The  convHisation  was 
like  all  other  conversations  I  had. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  you  did  express  an  opinion  or  not  to  Mr.  Clark 
on. that  occasion  ?    A.  I  don't  think  I  did. 

Q.  Did  he  express  an  opinion?  A.  No,  sir;  the  question  was  a  sort  of 
running  question  on  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  the  probable  course  of 
evidence. 

Q.  Were  you  summoned  at  that  time  as  a  juror  in  this  case  \    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  talked  with  any  person  since  you  were  summoned  f  A« 
No,  sir. 

Q.  Tou  are  sure  of  that  ?  A.  Nothing  more  than  speaking  of  my  being 
summoned. 

Q.  To  whom  have  you  mentioned  that  subject  ?  A.  I  mentioned  it  to  Mr, 
J^ng;  I  think  I  said  I  ha<l  received  the  summons. 

Q.  When  you  mentioned  it  to  him  did  you  have  any  conversation  with 
him  in  reference  to  the  matter  ?     A.  Well,  no,  sir. 

Q.  None  whatever  ?     A.  No  remark. 

Q.  No  conversation  upon  the  subject  whatever  when  you  mentioned  it  to 
him  ?    A«  He  made  the  remark  that  he  was  glad  of  it. 

Q.  I  am  asking  what  was  said  ?    A.  I  made  no  remark. 

Q.  There  was  no  conversation  between  you  and  him  on  the  subject  at  that 
time  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  was  going  to  tell  you  what  he  said. 

Q.  I  don't  care  about  what  he  said ;  is  he  the  only  person  to  whom  you 
have  spoken  since  you  were  summoned  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  have  spoken  to  a 
gentleman  where  I  am  living;  I  told  him  I  had  the  summons,  and  showed 
it  to  him. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  the  matter  over  with  him  ?  A.  No,  sir ;  I  simply  stated 
that  I  had  the  summons.  I  refrained  from  making  any  remark  on  the  sub- 
ject since  that. 

Q.  Are  you  a  member  of  any  religious  denomination  ?    A.  I  am  not. 

Q.  Are  you  in  the  habit  of  attending  any  ?    A.  Well,  not  recently. 

Q.  When  did  you  commence  talking  about  this  matter,  and  reading  about 
it — do  you  recollect  about  when  it  was  ?  A.  Well,  no,  I  could  not  fix  on  any 
dmtc. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  what  was  the  first  thing  you  heard  about  it,  or  read 
about  it  ?  A.  Tlie  first  that  my  attention  was  called  to  it  was  the  con  versa* 
tioos   hat  1  would  hear  concerning  the  charges  against  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Do  yon  mean  to  say  that  you  never  reid  those  charges  ?    A.  No,  sir; 
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I  didu^t  read  anything  of  them  until  about  the  time  of  the  statement  con- 
cerning or  in  reply  to  Dr.  Bacon. 

Q.  That  was  the  first  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  letter  to  Dr.  Bacon  ?    A.  I  think  I  did. 

Q.  You  read  that  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  whole  of  it  ?    A.  I  think  I  did  ;  I  would  not  say  positively. 

Q   Did  you  read  the  last  statement  of  Mr.  Tilton  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  read  Mr.  Beecher's  statements  ?  A.  I  think  I  read  one  of 
Mr.  Beecher^s  statements. 

Q.  Which  one  did  you  read  ?  A.  The  one  in  reply  to  the  letter  of  Dr. 
Bacon. 

Q.  Any  othor  statements,  or  portions  of  them?  A.  I  don't  remember 
now  that  I  have. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  you  have  read  these  letters  and  these  state- 
ments, and  have  been  conversing  about  this  matter  ever  since,  and  have 
formed  no  opinion  ?    A.  No  decided  opinion. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by**  decided  opinion"?  A.  I  mean  this,  that  I 
have  no  line  of  information  upon  which  I  could  make  or  pass  a  sound  judg- 
ment— a  judgment  that  would  satisfy  me. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  impression  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  charge; 
did  the  letters  that  you  read  of  Mrs.  Tilton  or  Mr.  Beecher  make  no  impres- 
sion on  your  mind  as  to  their  truth  or  falsity?  A.  No,  sir;  because  they 
were  not  in  a  shape  that  would  profit  me,  or  that  I  could  pass  a  decided 
judgment  upon. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  not  being  in  shape  ?  A.  That  is,  they  were 
not  legal  evidence ;  they  were  not  in  such  form  as  that  I  would  require  to 
place  a  judgment  upon  in  a  court  like  this. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  you  formed  no  opinion,  that  they  made  no  im- 
pression upon  your  mind,  that  you  had  no  idea  as  to  whether  they  were  true 
or  not  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  No  impression  on  the  subject?  A.  No,  sir;  I  could  not  form  an 
opinion. 

Q.  I  am  asking  you  now  for  your  impression.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that 
you  have  read  these  things  and  have  conversed  about  them,  and  have  stated 
your  opinion  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  out  the  opinions  of  others,  and  that 
you  have  formed  no  impression  whatever  as  to  the  merits  of  the  case  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir;  that  is  what  I  mean,  because  the  evidence  has  not  been  in  a  shape — 
it  has  been  so  mixed  that  it  could  not  be  separated,  as  a  man  could  by 
hearing  it. 

Q.  You  mean  this,  don't  you,  that  evidence  might  be  given  in  court  dif- 
ferent from  the  facts  as  you  have  read  them  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  you  would  form  then  your  judgment  upon  the  facts  as  you 
should  hear  them  in  court  ?    A.  That  is  what  I  mean. 

Q.  Tliat  is  all  you  mean  in  reference  to  that  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  But  you  don't  mean  to  say  you  didn't  form  any  impression  upon  those 
facts  as  they  were,  assuming  them  to  be  true  ?  A.  I  could  not  assume  them 
to  be  true. 
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Q.  Ton  didn't  assume  them  to  be  either  true  or  false  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Is  that  what  you  mean  ?    A.  That  is  what  I  meao. 

Mr,  Ecarts. — How  long  have  you  lived  in  Brooklyn  ?  A.  I  have  lived  here 
ten  years  on  the  let  of  April  last. 

Q.  What  is  your  age  ?    A.  My  age  is  66. 

Q.  I  understand  you  that  you  have  heard  more  or  less  on  both  sides  about 
this  case  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  have  talked  more  or  less  with  people  on  both  sides  about  this 
case  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  you  have  no  opinion  concerning  the  merits  of  the  case  that 
rests  in  your  mind  as  any  determination  on  the  subject  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  EvarU. — We  suppose  he  is  a  good  juror. 

Mr.  Beach,— 1  wish  to  know  frankly  from  you  whether,  as  an  intelligent 
gentleman,  having  read  upon  this  subject  and  discussed  it,  being  so  far 
interested  as  to  test  the  opinion  of  others  by  an  expression  of  your  opinion 
argumentatively,  whether  you  have  received  no  impression  in  regard  to  the 
truth  or  falsity  of  these  charges  in  this  case  ?  A.  I  answered  that  I  have 
supposed  these  statements  as  made  were  partial ;  that  the  individual  making 
the  statements  had  presented  his  own  case  in  as  favorable  a  light  as  possible ; 
hence  I  could  not  receive  it  sufficiently  strong  upon  which  to  base  a  judgment. 

Q.  Instead  (»f  answering  my  question  you  argue  it.  I  wish  you  to  answer 
t)ie  question  frankly,  whether,  from  all  your  discussions  and  knowledge  of 
this  subject  as  an  intelligent  man,  you  have  received  no  impression  in  regard 
to  the  merits  of  this  controversy  ?  A.  I  don't  know  that  I  can  answer  it  any 
more  positively  than  I  have  done. 

Q.  You  can  answer  it  yes  or  no  ? 

Judos  Neilson. — I  think  you  can.  Have  you,  or  have  you  not,  that  impres- 
sion ?    A.  I  have  certainly  formed  nu  impression  that  would  preclude  me 

Mr.  Beach. — We  will  judge  of  that.     It  is  not  for  you  to  judge  of  that. 

The  Juror. — ^I  don't  know  but  I  ought  to  understand  that  as  well  as 
anybody. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  don't  know  but  you  do,  but  unfortunately  you  are  not  the 
jadge  in  this  matter.  Will  you  answer  my  question,  as  a  frank,  intelligent 
gentleman*  whether  you  have  had  so  much  communication  and  discussion 
upon  this  subject  without  having  received  any  impression  in  regard  to  the 
merits  of  it  (    A.  No,  air,  I  have  not. 

Q.  You  have  not  received  any  impression  I  A.  Not  ituy  impression;  that 
is,  for  the  reasons  that  I  have  already  stated. 

Q.  I  mean  tills  question,  altogether  irrespective  of  your  present  position, 
irrespective  of  the  question  whether  you  could  act  impartially  as  a  juryman  in 
this  case.  I  merely  want  to  know  whether,  as  an  intelligent  reader  and 
observer  of  events,  having  discussed  this  subject  as  you  say  you  have,  you 
have  received  no  impression  upon  your  mind  in  regard  to  the  truth  or  the 
falidty  of  these  charges  against  Mr.  Beecher  \    A.  I  don^t  think  I  have. 

Q.  You  mean  to  say  that  you  have  not  ?    A.  I  think  not. 

Mr,  Beach, — ^You  say  you  are  the  best  judge  on  that  subject.  You  ought 
to  know. 
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Mr,  Tracy, — I  submit  the  counsel  ought  not  to  argue  with  the  juror. 

Mr,  Beach, — That  I  will  do.  That  is  the  very  thin«^  we  do  in  putting 
questions — we  argue  with  the  jury.  [To  the  juror.]  You  say  you  are  the 
best  judge  on  this  subject,  and  I,  therefore,  ask  you  to  say  distiuctly,  not  in 
an  indirect  and  uncertain  mode,  whether  you  have,  or  have  not,  accepted  or 
received  any  such  impression  ? 

Mr,  Tracy, — We  submit  the  juror  has  answered  that  question. 

Judos  Neilson. — Perhaps  he  has,  but  let  him  say  yes  or  no. 

The  Juror, — It  strikes  me,  your  Honor,  I  ought  to  explain  on  what 
ground 

Judge  Neilson. — You  have  explained. 

Mr.  Evarts, — He  has  answered  the  question  yes  or  no. 

The  Juror. — I  have  not  formed  any  opinion  that  would  not  be  removed  by 
any  evidence  that  might  be  giveu. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  doesn't  ask  you  that,  lie  asks  you  from  what  you 
have  heard  and  read,  and  from  this  discussion,  you  can  now  say  whether  you 
have,  or  have  not,  formed  any  impression  ?  A.  With  that  explanation 
I  say  no. 

Mr,  Beach. — Have  you  any  bias  in  favor  of  either  the  one  or  the  other  of 
those  parties  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q,  No  prejudice  in  any  way  upon  the  subject  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  of  any  mutter  or  thing  which  would  in  any  <vay  influence 
your  action  as  a  juryman  beyond  the  evidence  in  this  case  ?  A.  I  don't 
know  that  I  do. 

Q.  And  you  mean  to  say  that  yoii  could,  without  any  partiality,  or  feeling, 
or  bias,  in  favor  of  either  party,  sit  and  act  as  a  juryman  in  this  case?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Perfectly  free  from  any  influence  and  all  impression  in  regard  to  it  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Perhaps  it  is  a  repetition;  but  I  should  like  to  put  to  you  the  question 
whether  or  not.  on  either  of  the  occasions  when  you  expressed  any  opinion 
upon  this  subject,  you  believed  that  opinion  to  be  correct  aud  entertained  it 
— whether  it  was  a  sincere  opinion  ? 

Mf',  Eoarts. — That  we  went  over. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  he  went  over  that. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  ask  permission  to  go  over  that  again. 

Judge  Neilson. — Very  well ;  I  desire  to  be  very  liberal. 

The  Juror, — I  have  stated. 

Mr.  Beach, — Can  you  not  answer  directly  that  question,  yes  or  no  !  A,  It 
strikes  me  that  the  court  should  understand  the  reasons  for  asking  these  ques- 
tions, simply  to  elicit  the  opinions  of  others;  it  was  not  an  opinion  that  I 
expressed,  but  simply  a  remark  passed  to  see  what  reply  I  should  get. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  you  have  not  expressed  any  opinion  of  your 
own  upon  the  subject  ?    A.  Not  any  opinion  of  my  own. 

Q.  Never  expressed  any  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Never  sugi^ested  any  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I  have  except  in  that  way 
aad  for  that  purpose. 
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Q.  Have  you  expressed  anv  ?  'A.  No,  sir. 

Judge  Nbilson. — I  think  he  actually  means  to  flay  that  he  has  not 
expressed  any  opinion  of  his  own,  but  that,  lawyer-like,  he  has  put  it  argu- 
mentatively.  I  think  this  is  a  competent  juryman.  What  do  you  think  of 
it,  gentlemen  ? 

Mr,  Beach, — He  seems  to  be  so. 

The  Clerk  was  proceeding  to  swear  in  the  juror,  when  Mr.  Fullerton  said : 
We  have  come  to  an  arrangement  between  ourselves  in  regard  to  the  swearing 
in  of  the  jurors. 

Judge  Neilbok. — Stand  aside.  You  will  attend  to-morrow  morning  at 
11  o^clock,  and  in  the  meantime  be  very  careful  not  to  speak  with  any  one 
about  this  case. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — The  understanding  among  counsel  is  that  the  right  of 
peremptory  challenge  shall  be  reserved  until  the  panel  is  full. 

Judge  Neilson. — There  is  no  objection  to  that? 

Mr,  EvarU. — No;  we  consent  to  that. 

Judge  Neilson  [to  tho  juror]. — You  are  not  to  converse  with  any  one, 
directly  or  indirectly,  on  this  subject;  you  are  not  to  read  anything  about  the 
subject  in  the  papers,  and  if  any  person  speaks  to  you  on  this  subject,  you 
are  to  report  to  me,  to  the  end  that  he  may  be  punished.  Bear  that  in  mind, 
and  attend  to-morrow  morning  at  11  o'clock. 

Mr,  Morris. — It  seems  to  me  the  orderly  way  would  be  that  the  juror 
should  remain  in  court,  and  not  be  discharged. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  he  may  remain. 

Griffin  B.  Halstead  called  and  sworn  on  challenge  for  principal  cause. 

Mr,  Morris, — Where  do  you  reside  ?    A.  No.  840  Pacific-st. 

Q.  What  is  your  business  ?    A.  Hardware. 

Q.  Have  you  read  anything  concerning  this  controversy  ?    A.  I  have. 

Q.  Have  you  formed  an  opinion  with  regard  to  the  merits  ?  A«  I  have 
not. 

Q.  What  have  you  read  of  the  matter  ?    A.  Most  of  the  publications. 

Q.  From  what  you  have  read,  have  you  formed  an  impression  with  regard 
to  it  ?    A.  I  do  not  understand  your  question. 

Q.  Have  you  formed  an  impression  ?  Has  what  you  read  created  an  im- 
pression upon  your  mind  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  accusation  t  A.  I 
think  at  the  time  some  of  them  did. 

Q.  Has  anything  occurred  since  to  remove  that  impression  ?  A.  Well, 
only  by  being  similarly  impressed  by  the  papers  on  the  other  side. 

Q.  I  do  not  understand  what  you  mean  by  being  similarly  impressed  on 
the  other  side.  Which  did  you  read  first  of  either  side  ?  -  A.  I  do  not  know 
that  it  would  be  proper  for  me  to  answer  that  question. 

Q.  What  statements  have  you  read  upon  the  subject  ?  A.  I  read  Mr. 
Tllton's  letter  to  Dr.  Baccm,  and  I  think  about  that  time  a  reply  from  Mr. 
Beecher,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  and  the  Committee's  report,  and  two  letters 
from  Mr.  Moulton,  or  statements — I  forget  what ;  almost  all. 

Q.  Mr,  TiUon's  last  statement  ?     A.  I  think  so. 
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Q.  I  mean  the  long  Htuteincut  lie  made  ?*    A.  I  think  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  What  els  "  did.  you  read  u])ou  the  subject  ?  A.  I  don't  think  any  other 
of  the  pa[>crs  published,  with  the  exception  of  tlie  editorials  and  comments 
published  in  the  ne\vspap»Ts. 

Q.  Wliat  newspapers  are  you  in  the  liai)it  of  readin<T  ?  A.  The  Herald 
and  our  daily  papers  in  Brooklyn — The  Brooklyn  EngU  and  Thti  Uni.nK 

Q.  I  undei-stand  you  to  say  from  what  you  have  read  and  heard  of  these 

statements  and  letters  and  editorial  comments,  you  have  formed  an  impression 

'  in  reference  to  the  merits  of  the  controversy  ?     A.  Impressions  I  have  formed. 

Q.  Do  these  impressions  abide  with  you  ?  A.  I  have  several  impressions 
now. 

Q.  And  it  would  require  some  evidence  to  change  these  impressions  ?  A. 
You  mean  tli .  saiue  kind  of  evidence  that  I  have  had  ? 

Q.  No.  I  mean  it  would  rejuire  some  evidence  to  remove  the  impression 
you  have  witli  reference  to  this  matter  i     A.  It  may. 

Q.  Have  you  conversed  on  tliis  subject  ?     A.  Frequently. 

Q.  And  vou  have  ex[)ressed  in  ccmversaticm  your  impressitm  upon  the 
subject  to  pari'^ies  with  whom  you  have  conversed  ?     A.  I  think  not,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  heard  others  express  their  opinions  ?     A.  I  have,  sir. 

Q.  And  have  you  on  those  occasio:is  e<mcurred  or  dissented  from  the 
opinions  tlius  expressed  ?     A.   I  have  generally  dissented  from  them. 

Q.  And  did  you  dissent  from  the  opinions  thns  expressed  because  your 
impressions  were  of  a  different  character  i     A.   Xot  always,  sir. 

Q.  Sometimes  '(     A.  I  can  not  iX'call  a  case  where  I  did. 

Q.  You  say  they  expressed  their  opinions  and  you  dissented  ?  A.  I  don't 
know  th.it  I  dissented;  I  told  th<im  we  could  not  judge  from  these  ex  parte 
statements. 

Q.   Do  you  belong  to  any  religious  denomination  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  (!]iurch  do  you  attend  ?     A.  The  Methodist  Church. 

Q.  I  understand  you  to  say  that  in  reading  these  various  statements  and 
comments,  you  formed  an  impression  which  you  have  now  at  this  time  by 
you  ?  A.  I  don't  wish  you  to  understand  me  so;  I  said  I  formed  impressions, 
not  an  impression. 

Q.  Those  impressions  you  have  still  at  this  time  with  you  ?  A.  I  suppose 
I  have,  sir. 

Q.  I  will  ask  you  this  one  further  question.  Have  you  now  any  bias  or 
feeling  one  way  or  the  other  that  would  at  all  influence  your  action  as  a  juror  ? 
A.  No,  sir. 

Mr,  Mo^rrin. — We  withdraw  our  challenge. 

Judge  Neilson. — Have  the  counsel  on  the  other  side  any  objection  ? 

Mr.  Tracy, — We  accep.  the  juror,  reserving  our  right,  of  course,  as  to  a 
peremptory  challenge. 

Stephen  Lewis,  called  and  sworn  on  challenge  for  principal  cause. 
Mr.  Fullcrton, — Where  lo  you  reside  ?    A.  No.  7.'>4  Myrtle-avenue. 
Q.   What  is  your  ocrcui'ation  ?     A.  My  business  is  bakery,  and  keeping  a 
grocery  store. 
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Q.  How  long  have  you  !)een  engaged  in  that  ?  A.  1  am  not  in  business  in 
Brooklyn ;  my  business  is  in  Xew  Jersey.    I  reside  here ;  my  family  live  here. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  resided  here  ?    A.  About  15  months. 

Q.  Before  that,  where  did  you  reside?     A.  In  Xew  Jersey. 

Q.  Have  you  read  anything  in  regard  to  this  controversy  ?     A.  I  have. 

Q.  Have  ycu  read  all  that  has  been  published,  or  nearly  all?  A.  No;  I 
have  not  read  all.     I  have  read  part. 

Q.  Have  you  formed  an  opinion  in  regard  to  the  merits  of  the  controversy  ? 
A.   I  can  not  say  that  I  have  really  formed  an  opinion. 

Q.  Have  you  formed  such  an  impression  as  will  interfere  with  your  de- 
ciding the  case  according  to  the  evidence,  under  your  oath  ?    A.  I  think  not. 

Q.  Do  you  attend  divine  service  in  Brooklyn  ?  A.  I  attend  more  or  less; 
I  corae  home  about  once  a  mouth,  and  then  I  go  to  church  here. 

Q.  Do  you  attend  church  in  Brooklyn  ?  A.  Yes,  sir  ;  I  attend  the 
Methodist  Church  in  Thompson-avenue. 

Q.  Are  you  a  communicant  of  that  church  ?  A.  I  dcm't  belong  to  that 
church ;  I  have  my  letter  from  another  church,  and  I  have  not  joined  this, 
but  my  family  have  all  joined. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  either  of  the  parties  to  this  controversy  ? 
A.  I  have  seen  Mr.  Beecher  twice,  and  I  think  I  heard  him  preach  twice;  I 
have  seen  Mr.  Tilton  for  the  first  time  to-day,  I  think. 

Q.  When  I  ask  if  you  an;  acquainted  with  either  of  them,  you  say  you 
have  seen  Mr.  Beecher.  Is  that  your  only  acquaintance  with  him  ?  A.  My 
only  aecjuuintance ;  I  never  spoke  to  him. 

Q.  How"  long  since  you  attended  his  church  and  heard  him  preach  ?  A. 
Two  months  ago. 

Q.  After  this  controversy  commenced  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  many  times  did  you  go  ?  A.  I  have  been  there  twice.  I  had  some 
friends  who  came  from  the  country  and  they  wanted  to  hear  Mr.  Beecher, 
and  I  went  with  them. 

Q.  How  long  ago  was  it  the  last  time  you  went  ?  A.  I  think  two  months 
ago ;  it  may  be  a  little  more. 

Mr.  Fulkrtoii. — We  withdraw  our  challenge. 

Mr.  Ecarts.—Did  I  understand  you  to  say  that  you  attended  here  only 
once  a  month  ?  A.  Yes;  or  sometimes  less  than  that — once  in  six  weeks;  my 
business  is  in  New  Jersey. 

Q.  You  spend  the  greater  portion  of  your  time  there?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  your  family  are  here  all  the  while  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now  do  you  say  that  you  have  neither  formed  nor  expressed  an 
opinion  ?     A.  I  think  I  have  not  expressed  any  opinion  about  it. 

Q.  Have  you  formed  an  opinion  ?  A.  No,  I  think  not;  I  think  I  have 
tOiid  this  much — that  I  presume  every  man  innocent  until  he  is  proved  guilty ; 
I  think  I  have  not  expressed  any  opinion. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  this  matter  discussed  in  your  own  family  and  else- 
where ?  A.  I  have  not  in  ouf.own  family;  I  have  heard  it  spoken  of  in  the 
btore  sometimes;  I  am  not  in  the  store  a  great  deal;  I  travel  through  the 
countr}',  making  collections  and  obtaining  orders. 
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Q.  So  that  you  consider  your  mind  substantially  free  from  any  impression 
or  opinion  bearing  either  way  on  this  cause  ?  A.  I  think  so ;  I  think  I  could 
decide  as  quick  for  one  as  the  other,  according  to  the  testimony. 

Mr,  Bvarts, — I  think  this  gentleman  is  a  good  juryman. 

Judge  Nbilson. — The  juror  will  take  his  seat. 

[The  caution  given  to  the  jurors  by  the  Chief  Judge  before  adjoomment 
on  this  and  subsequent  days  is  omitted.] 


SECOND  DAY,  JANUARY  6,  1875. 

AiTDBBW  Macket  Called  and  sworn  on  the  challenge  for  principal  cause. 

Jfr.  Morris, — Where  do  you  reside  ?     A.  No.  615  Pulton-street. 

Q.  What  is  your  business  ?    A.  Real  estate  and  insurance  broker. 

Q.  Have  you  read  anything  concerning  the  controversy  now  on  trial  f  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  not  read  anything  of  it  at  all  f  A.  No,  sir;  nothing  more 
than  the  headings  in  the  papers. 

Q.  Wher^  have  you  been  during  the  last  five  or  six  months  ?  A.  At  the 
time  I  heard  of  this,  or  at  the  time  that  this  took  place,  when  it  came  out  in 
the  newspapers,  I  was  absent  in  Morris  County,  New  Jersey. 

Q.  When  did  you  return  to  this  State  ?  A.  I  think  about  the  middle  of 
October. 

Q.  Do  you  take  any  of  the  local  papers  here  f    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  paper  ?  A.  I  take  The  Union  and  The  Argute  and  occasionally 
The  EagU, 

Q.  Have  you  read  anything  in  those  papers  concerning  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  the  matter  discussed  by  others — talked  about  t  A.  I 
have,  sir. 

Q.  Frequently  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  have  frequently. 

Q.  Have  you  taken  pan  in  any  of  the  conversations  on  the  subject  ?  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  Never  have  taken  any  part  in  any  of  the  discussions  or  conversations  f 
A.  No,  sir;  not  at  all. 

Q.  Have  never  said  anything  about  it  to  any  person,  or  any  person  to 
you?  A.  No,  sir;  nothing  more  than  to  hear  it  discussed  between  the 
different  parties. 

Mr,  Hill  said  that  he  could  not  hear  Mr.  Morris,  his  back  being  toward  him. 

Mr,  Morris, — If  I  face  you  my  back  will  be  toward  the  witness. 

Judge  Nbilson. — ^The  counsel  had  better  stand  when  examining  the  wit- 
ness, and  then  every  one  will  hear. 

Mr,  Morris. — Q.  Now,  from  what  you  have  heard  about  the  matter,  have 
you  formed  any  impression  as  to  the  merits  of  the  controversy  ?  A.  Not  the- 
least,  sir;  that  would  be  a  thing  impossible  for  me  to  do. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  any  of  the  parties  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  With  any  of  the  relatives  of  any  of  the  parties  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  had  any  business  with  any  of  them  ?    A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  Tour  business  as  insurance  broker  and  real  estate  broker  has  not 
brought  you  in  contact  with  them  ?    A.  No,  sir ;  never. 

Q.  Do  you  attend  any  churcli  ?    A.  Occasionally  I  do,  sir. 

Q.  What  denomination  ?    A.  Well,  diflferent  denominations. 

Q.  Any  regular  one  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  spoken  to  any  person  upon  the  subject  since  you  have  been 
summoned  here  as  a  juror?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  fljis  any  one  spoken  to  you  upon  the  subject  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  Alderman  Whitney  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  know 
there  is  such  a  man,  but  I  am  not  acquainted  with  him. 

Q.  No  business  relations  with  him  ?    A.  No,  sir;  none  whatever. 

Q.  Then  I  understand  you  to  say  you  have  no  impression  one  way  or  the 
other  with  regard  to  this  case  ?    A.  No,  sir;  nothing  at  all. 

Q.  And  have  never  expressed  any  ?    A.  No,  sir;  never. 

Q.  Have  you  any  feeling,  bias,  or  prejudice  that  would  interfere  with  your 
rendering  an  impartial  verdict  upon  the  evidence  ?  A.  No,  sir;  not  the 
least. 

Q.  No  feeling  or  prejudice  toward  either  party  ?  A.  Not  the  least,  sir;  I 
don't  know  no  more  about  the  case  than  the  child  unbom. 

Mr,  JSeacA.— That  is  all. 

Mr,  Hill. — ^What  paper  did  you  read  when  absent  in  Morris  County,  New 
Jersey  ?    A.  I  usually  took  The  Herald  once  or  twice  a  week. 

Q.  What  were  you  doing  there  ?  A.  I  was  out  there  for  the  benefit  of  my 
health. 

Q.  And  were  there  how  long  ?    A.  I  was  there  about  four  or  five  weeks. 

Q.  During  what  period  of  time  were  you  there  ?  A.  I  went  there  the  lat- 
ter part  of  September — along  in  September  some  time. 

vi.  And  returned  when  ?    A.  Returned  about  the  middle  of  October. 

Q.  Who  took  charge  of  your  business  while  you  were  away  ?  A.  I  left  it 
in  the  charge  of  my  bookkeeper. 

Q.  I  see  that  you  took  The  Union  and  The  Argus,  and  sometimes  read  The 
Eaglet    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  avoided  reading  anything  about  this  controversy  ?  A«  I  have, 
sir. 

Q.  Carefully  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Conscientiously  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  any  of  the  papers  ?  A.  Yes ;  I  would  simply  look  at  the  headings 
of  it,  and  that  is  all. 

Q«  What  did  you  get  from  the  headings  generally  ?  A.  Nothing;  but  I 
would  just  see  the  reports  of  it. 

Q.  Just  that  it  was  in  the  newspapers  ?  A.  Just  that  it  was  in  the  news- 
papers; my  business  was  so  that  it  would  not  allow  me  to  sit  down  and  read 
the  whole  article  through  at  a  time. 

Q.  Do  you  say  you  have  read  absolutely  nothing  about  it?  A.  No,  sir; 
that  I  can  say  certain — cheerfully.  ^ 

Q.  Not  even  the  editorials  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  have  you  done  when  people  have  talked  to  you  about  it  t    A. 
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Well,  I  have  listened  to  people  arguing  the  matter— debating  the  matter — 
nothing  more. 

Q.  Ton  have  debated  the  matter  ?    A.  No,  sifi  I  have  not. 

Q.  What  did  yon  do  when  people  talked  about  it  ?  A.  I  listened  to  the 
conversation. 

Q.  Then  it  was  a  conversation  only  on  one  side  in  respect  to  this  case  7 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  loDg  did  such  conversations  continue  ?    A.  I  can  not  say,  sir. 

Q.  As  near  as  you  can  recollect  ?  A.  I  can  not  say  how  long  they  con- 
tinued. 

Q.  How  many  such  conversations  have  you  heard  ?  A.  Frequently — 
every  day  I  would  hear  more  or  less. 

Q.  Almost  every  day  ?  A.  Almost  every  day  I  would  hear  it  debated 
between  different  parties. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  Mr.  Morris,  one  of  the  counsel?  A.  I  have 
known  the  gentleman  several  years. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  known  him  ?  A.  I  have  been  a  resident  of 
Brooklyn  myself  for  27  years. 

Q.  That  does  not  answer  my  que^stion  quite  ?  A.  I  have  known  Mr. 
MorriA  for  some  15  or  16  years. 

Q.  Ever  employed  him  as  counsel  ?  No,  sir,  I  never  have;  he  has  acted 
as  counsel  for  my  brother  at  one'time,  I  believe,  but  he  was  never  counsel 
for  me. 

Q.  Tills  was  a  subject  which  you  were  somewhat  interested  in,  was  it  not 
— this  controversy  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Not  at  all  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  know  Mr.  Tilton  as  a  prominent  man  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  do  not  know  him  as  a  prominent  man  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  was  once 
introduced  to  Mr.  Tilton,  but  I  don't  think  that  I  would  recognize  him  if  I 
saw  him. 

Q.  You  have  heard  a  great  deal  about  this  ?  A.  Yes,  I  have  heard  the 
matter  talked  of. 

Q.  Also  about  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  Yes,  I  have  heard  the  matter  talked  of. 

Q.  And  you  knew  that  this  was  a  very  serious  controversy  ?  A.  I  never 
expressed  any  opinion. 

Q.  But  you  knew  it  was  a  very  serious  controversy,  in  which  the  public 
were  generally  taking  a  very  great  interest  ?  A.  I  have  never  expressed  an 
opinion. 

Q.  Did  you  not  know  that  fact  ?  A.  I  heard  a  great  deal  of  talk  about 
it;  I  must  confess  that. 

Q.  You  heard  as  much  talk  about  it  as  about  any  matter  during  the  last 
summer  ?  A.  That  is  a  question  I  can  not  very  well  answer;  I  paid  no  atten- 
tion to  the  matter  whatever. 

Q.  Not  even  to  those  conversations  of  your  friends  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  not  treat  them  respectfully  even  when  they  were  speaking 
about  it,  so  as  to  listen  to  what  they  had  to  say  t  A.  I  just  listened  to  them, 
and  that  was  all ;  I  did  not  pass  any  opinion. 
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Q.  Did  they  express  any  opiaiou  to  you  about  it  ?  A.  No,  sir ;  not  in  my 
presence. 

Q.  Mention  some  of  the  gentlemen  with  whom  you  have  talked  about  ic  t 
A.  As  I  said  before,  I  did  not  talk  to  any  one  about  it. 

Q.  Mention  some  one  who  has  talked  to  you  ?  A.  It  would  be  impossible 
for  me  to  name  all  that  have  talked  to  me  about  it. 

Q.  Name  some  of  them ;  are  they  so  numerous  that  you  can  not  remember 
them  ?    A.  I  can  not  begin  to  remember  one. 

Q.  Tou  can  not  remember  a  single  individual  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  to  your  bookkeeper  about  it,  or  he  to  you  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Never  mentioned  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Perhaps  you  would  be  good  enough  to  mention  why  y(m  have  avoided 
this  subject  so  much  ?  A.  For  the  very  reason  that  I  took  no  interest  in  the 
matter  whatever,  and  my  business  calls  me  to  something  else. 

Q.  Are  you  very  much  engaged  with  your  business  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  I  am,  I 
am  indeed,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  in  a  large  business  f  A.  Not  so  very  large ;  I  am  trying  to  do 
all  I  can. 

Q.  Whom  do  you  do  business  for  ?  Name  some  of  your  customers.  A.  I 
do  business  for  Judge  Pierre|)ont  of  New  York — one  of  my  men ;  I  do  busi- 
ness for  Joseph  M.  Greenwood,  and  also  for  Mr.  A.  B.  Embree,  of  Fifth-ave., 
New  York ;  I  do  business  for  more  or  less  people  around  in  Brooklyn. 

Q.  That  is  three  gentlemen ;  name  some  more  ?  A.  Well,  I  do  business 
for  Mr.  Thomas  C.  Clark. 

Q.  Who  else  ?    A.  Several  others. 

Q.  Name  some  of  them  ?  A.  I  do  business  for  a  gentleman  in  Massa- 
chusetts. 

Q.  Name  him  ?    A.  Capt.  Joseph  H.  Nickerson. 

Q.  The  next  one  ?  A.  I  do  business — for  the  life  of  me,  I  can  not  name 
them  all  unless  I  had  my  book  here. 

Q.  You  have  now  named  six  or  seven.  Who  else  ?  A.  I  do  more  or  less 
business  with  the  different  insurance  companies — the  Firemen's  Trust,  the 
Pbwnix,  and  the  Continental. 

Q.  With  whom  in  the  Fireman's  Trust  ?    A.  With  the  president. 

Q.  What  is  his  name  ?  A.  Mr.  Felzer;  he  is  not  the  president;  he  is  the 
surveyor. 

Q.  Who  is  the  president  of  that  company  ?  A.  I  transact  all  my  business 
with  the  secretary. 

Q.  Who  is  he  ?    A.  E.  Y.  Wood. 

Q.  Then  you  do  not  do  much  business  with  the  surveyor  ?  A.  I  do  more 
or  less  with  all  of  them. 

Q.  The  president  also  9    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  is  his  name  ?  A.  I  think  his  name  is  Mr.  Fumald ;  I  never  saw 
him  bat  once  or  twice  in  my  life ;  I  am  not  positive. 

Q.  What  other  officers  of  that  company  are  you  acquainted  with  ?  A.  Mr. 
Wood  and  Mr.  Felzer  are  really  about  all  the  officers  of  the  company  that  I 

acquainted  with. 
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Q.  Take  the  next  insurance  company  ?  A.  The  Phcenix ;  I  transact  more 
or  less  business  with  them. 

Q.  Name  the  individuals  with  whom  you  do  that  business  ?  A.  I  don't 
know  that  I  can,  therj  are  so  many  I  transact  business  with. 

Q.  They  are  numerous;  you  can  name  some  ?  A.  I  could  very  easily  find 
out  if  I  had  my  diary  here,  but  I  have  not  got  it. 

Q.  You  can  not  remember  the  names  just  now  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Not  any  of  the  names  of  the  Phoenix  people  at  all  ?  A.  I  don't  know 
that  I  can.     I  can  recollect  Mr.  Butcher  of  the  Continental  Company  very  well. 

Q.  We  will  take  up  that  by  and  by.  You  can  not  recollect  a  single  name  of 
the  Phoenix  Company  ?    A.  Upon  my  word,  I  can  not. 

Q.  You  were  looking  at  some  memorandum  just  now  ?  A.  Yes;  I  thought 
I  had  an  envelope  of  the  Phoenix  Company  in  my  pocket. 

Q.  And  that  was  the  way  you  proposed  to  refresh  your  memory  as  to  the 
names  of  men  that  you  have  done  considerable  business  with  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I 
do  more  or  less  business  with  all  the  companies. 

Q.  Do  you  finally  now  say  that  you  can  not  remember  the  names  of  the 
ofiicers  of  the  Phcenix  Insurance  Company  with  whom  you  did  business  ?  A. 
I  might  remember,  but  I  can  not  say  positively ;  I  would  not  like  to  say 
positively. 

Q.  How  many  years  have  you  done  business  with  them  ?  A.  I  have 
transacted  business  with  the  Phoenix  for  the  past  14  or  15  years  ;  they  were 
formerly  tenants  of  ours. 

Q.  How  many  times  have  the  officers  of  that  Company  changed  in  the 
mean  time  ?     A.  That  I  can  not  say. 

Q.  How  many  difierent  individuals  did  you  meet  in  transacting  business 
with  the  Phoenix  Company  ?  A.  Different  seasons  there  would  be  different 
men  there — different  clerks  and  difierent  bookkeepers. 

Q.  Can  you  name  anybody  who  was  ever  President  of  the  Phoenix  Insur- 
ance Company,  that  you  did  business  with,  or  when  you  did  business  with 
them  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Name  one  ?    A.  Stephen  Crowell. 

Q.  How  long  ago  was  that  ?  A.  That  was — ^I  would  not  be  positive  as  to 
the  date ;  I  know  he  used  to  pay  me  rent  in  checks. 

Q.  How  long  ago  was  it  you  collected  rents  from  him  ?  A.  I  think  it  was 
in  1866 ;  it  was  when  the  property  was  sold  there ;  I  will  not  be  positive  as  to 
the  date. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  had  any  business  with  Mr.  Crowell  since  that  time  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach, — ^It  seems  to  me,  if  yoiur  Honor  pleases,  that  this  examination 
is  degenerating  into  too  much  detail  on  collaterals ;  I  can  not  see  the  relevancy 
of  these  inquiries  made  of  the  juror. 

Mr.  Hill. — ^I  will  return  to  it  again  presently ;  I  do  not  propose  to  weary 
you. 

JuDOE  Neilson. — I  propose  to  allow  the  counsel  a  good  deal  of  latitude. 

Mr.  Beach, — Certainly;  I  do  not  object  to  that  at  all;  but  there  rauat  be 
nome  end  to  these  inquiries. 
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Mr,  Hill. — Have  you  done  anything  for  the  Phoenix  Insurance  Company, 
or  any  ot'  the  officers  of  it,  during  the  past  year  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  many  transactions  ?    A.  I  think  only  one. 

Q.  When  was  that  ?    A.  I  think  last  OcLober. 

Q.  How  soon  after  you  left  Morris  County,  N.  J.  ?  A.  Well,  it  was,  in 
fact,  a  renewal  that  had  come  to  my  office  before  I  returned. 

Q.  It  was  simply  a  renewal  ?    A.  A  renewal  of  an  insurance  policy. 

Q.  Sent  to  your  office  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  So  you  did  not  see  any  of  the  officers  in  connection  with  it?  A.  No, 
eir. 

Q  Did  you  do  any  business  with  Mr.  Pierrepont  within  the  last  year  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  that?  A.  I  generally  see  him  four  times  a  year,  and  some* 
times  a  dozen  times  a  year. 

Q.  It  was  to  pay  him  rent  or  collect  rent  ?  A,  I  pay  him  rent  and  collect 
rent  for  him  also. 

Q.  Did  you  see  him  to  pay  him  rent  during  the  last  year  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  that  all  you  did  for  or  with  him  ?    A.  That  is  all. 

Q.  Wlien  did  you  do  business  with  Mr.  Greenwood  last  ?  A.  I  settled 
with  Mr.  Greenwood  every  month;  I  should  be  settling  with  him  now  if  I 
\ras  not  here. 

Q.  Simply  paying  him  money  that  you  would  have  collected  for  him? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  is  all  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  last  do  business  with  Mr.  Embree  ?  A.  I  think  about 
the  18th  or  20th  of  last  month ;  I  drawed  a  check  for  him  for  his  estate  in 
l)nx>klyn. 

Q.  Simply  to  send  him  a  check  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  before  that  ?    A.  Every  month  for  the  last  five  years. 

t).  Simply  to  send  him  checks  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  and  sometimes  I  would  give 
them  to  him. 

Q.  That  is  all  your  business  with  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  see  Mr.  Clark  ?  A.  I  think  it  is  two  months  ago  since 
I  settled  with  him. 

Q.  Simply  to  seud  him  money  that  you  collected  for  him?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Judge  Neii^son. — Allow  nie  to  suggest  that  I  think  the  real  point  of  any 
Buch  examination  is  to  enable  counsel  or  their  agents  to  make  inquiries  about 
the  juror,  who  may  be  a  stranger  to  them.  I  therefore  suggest  whether  it  is 
necessary  to  go  into  minute  transactions. 

Mr.  EUl^—Mj  object  was  to  see  if  the  juror  was  so  much  engrossed  in 
bnaineas  that  he  could  not  take  any  part  in  the  discussions  of  this  case,  or  in 
reading  the  newspapers.  [To  the  juror.]  When  did  you  do  business  with 
3ir.  Nickerson  ?  A.  That  I  can  not  express  very  well ;  I  gave  him  a  check 
within  the  last  two  or  three  months. 

Q.  Yoor  business  was  simply  to  give  him  checks  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now  about  the  Continental  Insurance  Company ;  what  did  you  do  with 
that  t    A.  I  had  more  or  less  business  transactions  with  them. 
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Q.  Simply  the  renewal  of  policies  or  taking  out  policies  of  insurances? 
A.  Both. 

Q.  What  officer  did  you  meet  in  closing  business  with  them  ?     A.  I  gen- 
erally transacted  my  business  with  Mr.  Dutcher,  the  secretarj'  of  the  comx)any. 
Q.  What  is  his  name  ?    A.  Silas  B.  Dutcher,  I  think. 
Q.  Any  other  officer?    A.  I  saw  them  all — I  remember  the  president,  Mr. 
Campbell. 

Q.  Did  you  do  business  with  him?  A.  Yes;  I  transacted  business  with 
all  of  them. 

Q.  Within  a  year  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q,  Who  else  have  you  done  business  with  during  the  last  year  ?  A.  That 
would  be  a  thing  entirely  impossible  forme  to  say;  I  transact  business  with  a 
great  many  people. 

Q.  That  is  the  best  answer  you  can  give  to  the  question  ?  A.  Yes,  sir; 
these  are  the  principal  ones. 

Q.  Do  you  menn  thut  you  have  been  entirely  occupied  with  these  tnins- 
actions  you  have  named  here,  so  that  you  have  had  no  time  to  read  the  news- 
papers ?     A.I  do,  sir. 

Q.  You  were  fully  engrossed  with  this  business  you  have  named  ?  A.  In 
general,  I  look  over  the  advertisements  in  the  papers  and  the  daily  transac- 
tions and  so  on:  and  any  long  affair  I  do  not  notice. 

Q.  Do  you  ever  read  the  editoriuls  in  the  newspapers  ?  A.  Very  seldom, 
lately. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  read  anything  in  the  newspapers  ?    A.  Oh,  yes,  sir. 
Q.  What  interests  you  usually  ?     A.  Wull,  the  arlvertisemonts  as  a  princi- 
pal thing;  real  estate  is  the  principal  thing  that  takes  my  attention. 
Q.  Ileal  estate  advertisements  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  else  ?  A.  If  I  see  a  very  interesting  piece  there — a  little  short 
piece— I  might  be  induced  to  read  it. 

Q.  How  do  you  know  that  it  is  interewting  until  you  read  it  ?     A.  I  gen- 
erally measure  the  length  of  it  before  I  commence. 
Q.  You  judge  of  it  by  the  length  ?     A.   Yes,  sir. 
Q.  Do  you  read  the  telegraph  reports  ?    A.  Sometimes. 
Q,  Generally,  do  you?     A.  No,  sir;    not  generally;  the  gold  market  is 
the  principal  thing — the  gold  market  and  real  estate  take  my  attention. 
Q.  Are  you  interested  in  the  gold  market  personally  ?     A.  No,  sir, 
Q.  Now,  about  how  much  time  during  the  day  do  you  devote  to  the  busi- 
ness you  have  named  ?     A.  I  do  not  suppose  I  stay  in  my  office  more  than 
one  or  two  hours  during  the  whole  day. 

Q.  Is  that  the  amount  of  time  you  devote  to  your  business  ?    A.  No ;  I 
devote  all  my  time  to  my  business. 

Q.  What  else  are  you  doing  ?     A.  Going  round  on  business  and  seeing 
business  men. 

Q.  Are  you  a  married  man  ?    A.  No,  sir. 
Q.  Have  you  ever  been  married  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  attend  any  church  or  religious  organization  of  any  kind  ?     A. 
Oh  !  >es,  sir;  I  go  to  church  frequently. 
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Q.  Where  ?    A.  Different  places;  I  belong  to  no  denomination  whatever. 

Q.  Where  have  you  been  to  church  ?    A.  Sometimes  I  go  to  one  cbmch 
and  sometimes  to  nnother. 

Q.  That  you  have  said  before;  name  some  church?    A.  I  have  been  to 
Dr.  Talmage's,  that  is  one. 

Q.  How  much  do  you  go  there;  generally  ?    A.  Not  generally,  exactly;  I 
have  had  a  little  interest  in  selling  him  the  property  close  by  the  church. 

Q.  So  that  you  went  to  church  there  ?    A.  I  was  there  once;  I  was  there 
the  Sunday  it  burned  down.* 

Q.  You  went  to  church  the  Sunday  it  was  burned  down  ?    A.  Yes,  air. 

Q.  The  iire  began  early  in  the  morning  ?    A.  I  can  not  say  exactly,  what 
tiuie  it  began,  but  I  know  I  began  to  get  out  pretty  quick. 

Q.  The  fire  began  before  the  service  ?    A.  That  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Did  you  go  to  the  fire  or  to  the  church  ?    A.  I  went  to  both. 

Q.  Now,  did  you  not  know  when  you  went  to  the  church  on  that  occasion 
that  it  WHS  on  fire,  and  did  you  not  hear  the  alarm  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Where  do  you  live  ?    A.     No.  515  Fulton-st. 

Q.  How  many  blocks  is  that  from  the  church  7    A.  I  guess  about  5  or  6 
blocks. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  the  alarm  before  you  went  there  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  get  inside  the  church  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  was  in  nearly  an  hoar. 

Q.  Before  the  alarm  of  the  fire  ?    Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  preached  that  morning  ?    A.  Dr.  Talmage  himself. 

Q.  You  recollect  that  fact  distinctly  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  as  near  as  I  can  recollect. 

Q.  I  want  your  recollection  about  it;   do  you  remember  with  accuracy 
who  were  present  that  morning  ?    A.  I  could  name  half  a  dozens 

Q.  Name  them  ?    A.  I  could  name  them  then;  but  the  parties  can  not  be 
found  now ;  I  do  not  know  where  to  place  them. 

Q.  You  can  not  name  one  of  the  individuals  that  can  be  found  t    A.  I 
suppose  they  could  be  found  if  I  knew  where  to  find  them. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Morris  attend  divine  service  that  morning  ?    A.  That  I  can 
not  say. 

Q.  Or  Mr.  Pearsall  ?    A.  That  I  can  not  say. 

Mr,  Morris. — I  was  not  there  that  morning. 

Mr,  UiU.—l  guess  you  were  not  at  church. 

Q.  How  long  had  you  been  in  the  church  before  it  took  fire  !    A.  That  I 
can  not  tell. 

Q.  Was  the  church  full  of  people  ?    A.  Yes ;  it  was  crowded. 

Q.  The  general  congregation  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  business  there  that  morning  ?    A.  No,  air* 

Q.  Simply  to  go  to  church  ?    Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  don't  you  know  that  that  church  caught  fire  before  10  o'clock 
on  Sunday  morning  ?    A,  No,  sir;  I  don't  know  anything  at  all  about  it. 

Q.  Will  you  swear  it  did  not  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  would  not. 

*  The  church  was  burned  about  the  usual  time  for  the  assembling  of  tha 
congregation. 
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Q.  Will  you  iwear  that  you  were  there  at  all  that  morning  ?  A.   I  will,  sir. 

Q.  And  inside  of  the  church  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  stayed  an  hour,  and  that  Dr.  Talmage  preached  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I 
won't  say  tbut  Dr.  Talmage  preached. 

Q.  And  that  there  was  a  church  full  f  A.  That  the  church  was  full;  but 
I  won't  say  that  Dr.  Talmage  preached,  for,  in  the  first  place,  I  don't  know 
the  man. 

Q.  Well,  somebody  preached  a  sermon  there  that  morning  to  which  you 
listened  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  the  church  I  know  was  crowded  at  the  time. 

Mr.  Shearman, — I  will  submit  to  the  counsel  whether  they  want  us  to  go 
any  further  with  the  examination. 

Mr,  Beach, — I  don't  know  why  that  question  is  put. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  do  not  suppose  they  do  wish  you  to  go  any  further. 

Mr,  Shearman. — ^I  suggest  that  we  should  hardly  press  a  juror  who  testifies 
to  a  fact  which  every  one  in  this  court-room  knows  about. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  do  not  know  anything  about  it.  I  do  not  know  when 
the  church  was  burned. 

Mr.  nUl. — I  will  ask  some  more  questions.  [To  the  Juror.]  Don't  you 
know  that  church  caui;ht  fire 

Mr.  Beach. — No,  sir;  wait  one  moment. 

Judge  Neilson. — We  have  heartl  enough  on  that  subject,  Mr.  Hill ;  that 
don't  go  to  the  question  whether  this  is  a  disinterested  juror  or  not. 

Mr.  Hill, — Q.  Where  else  do  you  go  to  church  ?  A.  Oh,  I  have  been  to 
different  churches,  sir. 

Q.  Name  some  of  them  ?  A.  Well,  I  have  been  to  Dr.  Hall's  church, 
Holy  Trinity. 

Q.  Well,  when;  within  how  long  ?  A.  Well,  I  could  not  say,  sir;  I  don't 
keep  a  memorandum. 

Q.  Which  Dr.  Hall  do  you  mean  ?    A.  Church  of  the  Holy  Trinity  here. 

Q.  What  other  ?    A.   I  have  been  to  Dr.  Cuyler's  church. 

Q.  When  to  Dr.  Cuyler's  ?  A.  I  could  not  say  the  last  time  I  was  there ; 
I  can't  keep  track  of  these  things. 

Q.  Within  a  year  ?    A.  Oh  I  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  else  ?    A.  Well,  to  other  different  churches  all  over  the  city. 

Q.  Name  them  9  A.  I  go  to  a  German  church,  once  in  a  while,  on  the 
Heights. 

Q.  On  Henry-street  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  have  you  been  there  ?    Well,  I  was  there  a  short  time  ago. 

Q.  Where  elde  ?    A.  Well,  other  churches ;  I  could  not  name  all  I  go  to. 

Q.  Let  me  call  your  attention  to  it  again ;  you  have  named  not  to  exceed 
twelve  gentlemen  or  institutions  with  whom  you  do  business ;  with  most  of 
these,  you  say,  it  was  merely  to  pay  them  money  which  you  had  collected, 
'  and  I  suppose  that  it  would  occupy  but  very  little  time  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  I  understand  you  to  say  that  you  have  heard  a  great  deal  uf  talk 
upon  this  subject — you  can  not  recollect  the  individuals  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  heard  talk  nearly  every  day  about  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

<).  Now,  I  would  like  to  ask  you  again  if  you  have  not  made  answers  to 
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some  of  the  individuals  who  have  talked  with  you  on  the  subject  ?  A.  Oh, 
I  might  have,  perhaps,  said  a  word,  some  time  or  another. 

Q.  You  may,  perhaps,  have  said  a  word  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  ever  any  man  ask  you  what  you  thought  about  this  business  t  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  Out  of  all  the  people  that  you  talked  to  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  I  have  been 
very  cautious  since  I  have  been  subpceuaed  on  the  jury,  sir;  I  was  on  the 
other  panel. 

Q.   What  other  ?    A.  The  panel  of  1,000. 

Q.  That  was  called  before?  A.  That  was  called  before;  yes,  sir;  and 
then  I  was  called  again  on  the  500 ;  and  I  have  never  expressed  an  opinion 

Q.  How  long  ago  was  that  panel  called  ?  A.  Well,  I  could  not  say,  air; 
the  Clerk  of  the  Court  can  answer  that  question. 

Q.  Well,  were  you  very  cautious  about  it  before  ?    A.  I  was,  sir. 

Q.  You  tried  to  be  very  cautious  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  I  took  no  part  on  either 
side. 

Q.  Well,  I  mean  that  you  made  special  effort  to  be  cautious  ?  A.  Yes, 
sir;  I  did. 

Q.  Well,  now,  what  did  you  make  the  special  effort  to  be  cautious  for  ? 
A.  Because  it  was  nothing  interesting  to  me  at  all  to  read  the  matter,  and  I 
did  not  do  so;  I  merely  looked  at  the  heading  of  the  paper,  and  that  was  all. 

Q.  You  say  you  might  have  made  answers  to  some  individuals  who  talked 
to  you  ?     A.  I  might  have ;  yes.  sir. 

Q.  Don't  you  remember  that  you  made  answers  to  a  good  many  ?  A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  Well,  what  answers  did  you  make  to  them  ?  A.  I  merely  laughed  the 
matter  off. 

Q.  Is  that  what  you  call  an  answer  ?  A.  Well,  a  thing  that  I  didn't  know 
how  to  answer;  I  didn't  know  how  to  answer  it,  because  I  knew  nothing 
about  the  case;  I  didn't  know  what  answer  to  say. 

Q.  Have  yuu  never  talked  with  Mr.  Troy  upon  this  subject?  A.  Mr. 
Trov  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir;  Mr.  Troy,  the  lawyer  ?  A.  Well,  I  won't  say  that  I  haven't; 
I  might  have  and  might  not. 

Q.  Now,  don't  you  recollect  that  you  did,  and  that  within  two  months,  in 
Biooklyn  ?    A.  No,  sir,  not  within  two  months. 

Q.   Within  three  months  ?     A.  It  might  be  three  months. 

Q.  Now,  where  was  the  place  ?    A.  That  I  could  not  name. 

Q.   Wasn't  it  at  your  offire  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  At  his  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  speak  about  the  case,  or  did  you  ?  A.  If  the  case  was  spoken 
about  at  all,  he  must  have  introduced  it. 

Q.  Didn't  you  make  answers  to  him  about  it  ?  A.  No,  sir;  obi  I  might 
have ;  well,  I  say  no — I  might  have. 

Q.  Didn't  you  tell  him,  yourself,  upon  that  occasion,  or  upon  the  occa* 
sion  that  you  now  refer  to 

Mr,  Beach — ^He  doesn't  refer  to  any  occasion. 
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Mr,  Hill. — Well,  he  refers  to  an  occasion  within  three  months. 

Mr,  Beach, — Oh !  no,  he  doesn't. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  mean  conversation  instead  of  occasion  ? 

Mr,  mil  [to  the  juror]. — Didn't  you  tell  Mr.  Troy  within  three  months 
what  you  thought  about  this  case  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  what  you  thought  about  the  controversy  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  what  you  thought  about  Mr.  Tilton  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  Mr.  Beech  er  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  express  any  notion  about  it  at  all  ?    A.  Nothing  at  all,  sir,  whatever. 

Mr.  Hill, — I  ask  your  Honor  that  the  disposition  of  this  juryman  may  be 
suspended  for  the  present.  I  ask  that  your  Honor's  decision  upon  the  ques- 
tion raised  by  this  challange  should  be  suspended  for  the  present,  until  in- 
quiry can  be  made. 

i/r.  Beach. — That  is  a  most  remarkable  proposition,  your  Honor.  These 
gentlemen  come  here  with  a  score  of  retainers,  with  their  copy  of  the  lists, 
with  their  committees  and  gentlemen  who  have  made  examinations  in  regard 
to  this  panel,  and  now  ask,  in  the  midst  of  the  examination  of  a  challenge, 
that  it  shall  be  suspended  to  allow  them  to  go  out  and  make  inquiries.  If 
that  course  is  to  be  pursued  here,  we  of  course  must  return  the  same  request 
to  your  Honor  whenever  a  gentleman  happens  to  be  upon  the  stand  with 
whom  we  are  not  entirely  familiar,  and  we  object  to  it  most  strenuously  as  a 
bad  precedent  in  the  case. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — Besides,  they  have  their  remedy,  sir;  the  matter  is  in 
their  own  hands. 

Judge  Neilson. — Doubtless  they  wish  to  preserve  their  challenge,  how- 
ever, of  course. 

Mr,  Sheftrman, — That  is  preserved  by  consent. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  preserved  by  consent,  but  they  would  not  want 
to  apply  it. 

Mr,  Beach. — There  was  an  occasion,  sir,  yesterday  when  I  should  have 
been  very  glad  if  I  had  supposed  it  regular  to  have  made  such  an  application 
to  the  court.  But  the  gentlemen  saw  fit  to  force  us  into  the  position  in  regard 
to  that  juryman  in  which  we  are  now  placed,  without  any  opportunity — know- 
ing nothing  of  him — to  make  an  examination  which  would  have  enabled  us 
to  decide  as  to  the  course  of  inquiry  we  should  have  pursued  in  regard  to 
him.  We  come  here  without  any  examination  in  regard  to  this  panel,  simply 
trusting  to  what  we  mny  elicit  when  the  juror  is  upon  the  stand. 

Judge  Neilson.  —I  think  the  juror  may  take  a  seat  for  the  present.  [To 
the  juror.] — Take  a  seat  in  that  first  chair. 

Mr.  Hill, — One  moment;  I  haven't  quite  finished. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  your  examination  has  been  very  extensiye.  I 
suspend  him  at  your  request;  I  am  granting  your  request. 

Mr,  Beach, — What  do  we  understand,  your  Honor  f 

Judge  Neilson. — He  may  call  a  witness  as  to  this  juror,  if  he  sees  fit. 

Mr.  Hill. — Do  you  mean  now  ? 

Mr,  Montis, — Well,  we  ask  them  to  go  on  and  try  the  issue  now,  before 
we  call  another  juror;  that  is  the  regular  way. 
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JuDOB  Nbilson. — Well,  he  asks,  if  yju  call  a  witness,  to  call  him  now. 

Mr.  Starts. — No  doubt  we  would  do  it,  if  it  was  in  our  power  to  do  so. 
The  objection  is  that  we  may  not  be  ready. 

Mr.  MorrU, — But  you  can^t  do  otherwise  ;  this  is  an  iusue  on  trial 
now. 

Mr.  EvarU. — There  is  no  occasion  for  haste,  if  your  Honor  please.  If  this 
were  the  twelfth  juryman,  there  would  be  some  propriety  in  the  request. 
Why  should  we  go  on  now  ?  We  must  have  nine  or  eight  more  jurymen,  as 
the  case  may  be. 

Judge  Neilsox. — Is  it  strictly  regular  to  go  on  and  leave  this  open  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — Do  I  understand  your  Honor  to  suspend  the  examination 
upon  this  issue  as  to  the  challenge  of  the  juror. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  what  I  do. 

Mr.  Beach. — We  beg  to  object  to  that  proceeding,  and  insist  that  if  there 
is  any  more  eiridence  to  be  given  in  regard  to  this  juror  upon  this  preliminary 
examination,  subject  to  peremptory  challenge  hereafter,  that  that  evidence 
be  produced  now,  or  that  that  examination  in  regard  to  him  be  considered 
closed. 

Mr,  Hill. — May  I  suggest  to  your  Honor  that  at  any  time  before  the  jury 
is  impanncled,  the  court  has  discretion  upon  that  subject  as  to  how  and  when 
this  issue  arising  upon  the  challenge  should  be  tried.  I  submit  to  your  Honor 
that  under  the  circumstances,  we  know  but  little  of  a  general  character  in 
reference  to  the  juryman  who  is  under  examination,  and  I  submit  it  to  your 
Honor  as  a  reasonable  request  that  opportunity  for  examination  be  given  in 
view  of  what  this  witness  has  disclosed. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  not  the  practice. 

Mr.  Hill. — I  am  not  aware  that  any  ruling  has  been  m^e  against  it,  and 
I  submit  that  the  whole  subject  is  at  least  within  your  Honors  discreti(m. 

Judge  Neilson. — And  it  would  be  so  with  each  other  juror.    If  you  hav 
any  wdtness  in  respect  to  this  juror,  call  him  now ;  and  he  must  not  be  called 
to  some  collateral  matter,  as,  for  example,  whether  he  did  business  with  a  cer- 
tain insurance  company.    That  won^t  do.    That  don't  go  to  the  point  whether 
be  is  a  proper  and  disinterested  juror  or  not. 

Mr.  Shearman. — If  it  please  your  Honor,  we  understood  that  you  were 
granting  us  some  little  favor.  Allow  us  to  submit  that  allowing  us  to  call 
witnesses  now  is  not  granting  us  any  favor  at  all ;  that  we  have  as  a  matter 
of  right.  I  suppose  if  your  Honor  gives  us  a  little  time,  you  will  give  us  an 
hour. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  then,  putting  it  on  that  ground,  and  with  the 
understanding  that  it  shall  not  be  repeated  in  respect  to  any  other  juror,  we 
will  hold  it  in  that  way. 

Mr.  Prycr. — If  your  Honor  please,  if  these  gentlemen  will  siy  that  they  have 
witnesses  to  traverse  any  material  statement  that  this  witness  has  made  touch- 
ing his  indifference  between  these  parties,  or  in  respect  to  this  matter,  why, 
then  we  might  be  disposed  to  consent  to  a  relaxation  of  the  rule.  But  I  do 
not  understand  that  they  say  that  they  know  of  any  witnesses  who  will  con- 
tradict this  juryman.     Nor  do  I  understaud  them  to  say  that  he  has  made  a 
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misstatement,  as  to  the  disposition  of  bis  mind  between  these  parties;  but  they 
want  an  adjournment  to  see  if  upon  a  career  of  inquisition  they  may  not  dis- 
cover something  to  his  discredit.     Now,  I  object  to  it. 

JiTDOB  Nbilson. — It  must  be  something  that  goes  to  the  question  whether 
he  is  qualified  as  a  juryman. 

Mr,  Beach. — Will  your  Honor  please  consider  for  one  moment  whether  this 
is  a  judicious  course  to  be  taken  in  regard  to  the  impanneling  of  this  jury. 
Under  the  approval  of  your  Honor,  we  yesterday  made  an  arrangement  by 
which  we  should  present  our  challenges  to  the  individual  jurymen  as  they 
were  called,  and  if  no  cause  was  then  found  against  their  qualifications  as  a 
jury,  that  they  should  take  their  seats,  subject  to  peremptory  challenge.  Now 
I  understand  the  application  to  be  when  the  source  of  examination  through 
the  juror  himself  has  been  entirely  exhausted,  that  your  Honor  shall  suspend 
the  examination  under  that  challenge  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  the  parties 
to  make  an  outside  investigation  in  regard  to  the  qualifications  of  the  juror. 
Now,  if  that  privilege  is  to  be  accorded  in  this  case,  we  ask  that  we  have  the 
same  privilege,  and  that  either  party  have  the  same  privilege  in  regard  to 
every  juryman  who  is  called  and  takes  his  seat  as  a  qualified  juror  under  the 
examination  to  which  he  is  subjected.  When  they  attempt  hereafter  to  inter- 
pose any  challenge,  for  favor  or  for  principal  cause,  to  a  juror  who  has  been 
thus  called  and  taken  his  seat,  it  will  be  time  enough  to  discuss  the  right  which 
may  be  claimed  by  counsel.  But  I  suggest  to  your  Honor,  with  great  respect, 
that  we  shall  never  succeed  in  obtaining  a  jury  in  this  case  if,  after  the  exam- 
inations which  are  had  here,  lengthy  and  protracted  as  they  arc,  we  shall  be 
permitted  to  investigate  the  public  in  regard  to  evidence  which  may  be  pre- 
sented against  either  one  of  the  jurors  who  may  have  taken  his  seat ;  and  with 
great  respect,  sir,  #e  insist  that  it  is  an  unusual,  extraordinary,  and  embar- 
rassing course  of  proceeding  to  be  adopted  by  the  court. 

Mr,  Hill. — I  can  only  say  that,  in  response  to  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Pryor, 
fairness  requires  that  I  should  state  that  I  have  had  no  personal  interview 
with  any  individual  in  regard  to  the  matter;  but  I  have  had  interviews  with 
other  individuals  who  furnished  me  information  which  the  court  ought  to 
know  about  before  this  question  is  disposed  of. 

JiTDGE  Neilbon. — Now,  you  will  please  understand  that  I  consider  this  a 
departure  from  the  proper,  strict  course,  and,  as  Mr.  Shearman  was  discreet 
enough  to  put  it,  as  a  favor — not  to  be  followed  hereafter,  however — not  to 
be  a  precedent.  But  if  you  call  a  witness  it  must  be  to  show  that  this  juror 
has  a  bias,  or  has  expressed  an  opinion — not  a  witness  to  show  he  transacts 
business  with  an  insurance  company,  or  does  not ;  that  is  immateriaL 

Mr,  Beach, — ^Do  I  understand  that  that  is  a  special  favor  granted  to  this 
defendant,  and  not  to  be  conceded  to  us  under  similar  circumstances  ? 

JxTDGB  Neilbon. — Not  conceded  to  them.  They  shall  not  regard  it  as  a 
precedent.     They  shall  not  claim  it  hereafter,  if  it  is  granted  now. 

Mr,  Beach. — Well,  sir,  how  shall  we  understand  ? 

Judge  Neilbon. — ^I  do  not  say  I  would  not  accord  you  the  same  privilege ; 
but  if  a  witness  is  called,  it  must  be  to  the  point  that  this  man  has  expressed 
an  opinion, — not  that  he  has  been  at  church,  or  has  not  been. 
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Jfr.  Beach, — Well,  what  limit  is  there  to  this  liberty,  this  license  f  How 
long  is  this  question  to  be  open  ? 

Judge  Neilbon.— -One  hour.     Now  call  the  next  juror. 

Mr.  Shearman. — Allow  me  to  say  we  do  not  think  of  asking  this  favoi 
without  being  willing  to  grant  it  at  another  time  to  the  other  side.  We 
therefore  ask  on  our  part  that  your  Honor  make  that  exception  in  their 
favor. 

Chables  B.  Westman,  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal  cause. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — You  reside  in  Brooklyn  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Carry  on  business  in  Brooklyn  ?    A.  No,  sir;  in  New  York. 

Q.  What  is  your  business  ?  A.  The  manufacture  of  telegraph  instru- 
ments and  light  machinery. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  resided  in  Brooklyn  ?  A.  Well,  I  was  born  in 
Brooklyn  and  resided  most  of  my  life  here. 

Q.  Have  you  read  anything  in  regard  to  the  controversy  between  the 
parties  to  this  action  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  most  that  has  been  published  ?  A.  Well,  as  a  general  thing,  I 
have  not  interested  myself  very  much  in  it. 

Q.  Have  you  formed  any  opinion  in  regard  to  the  merits  of  the  contro- 
versy ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  receive  any  impression  from  reading  ?  A.  Well,  I  have 
received  a  slight  impression  in  conversation  with  others. 

Q.  Does  that  impression  still  exist  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  How  did  you  get  rid  of  it  ?  A.  Well,  I  am  in  the  habit  of  reading 
the  papers  a  great  deal,  and  of  course  it  was  something  that  interested  me  at 
the  time ;  but  my  business  has  been  so  that  I  have  had  to  pay  some  attention 
to  that  too. 

Q.  You  did  not  read  it,  then,  with  any  very  great  interest  ?  A.  No,  sir; 
it  was  merely  at  the  time  I  was  reading  it  I  took  interest  in  it. 

Q.  But  you  did  not  read  it  with  a  view  of  forming  an  opinion  ?  A.  No 
sir. 

Q.  You  say  you  did  not  form  an  opinion  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  do  you  think  that  you  could  take  your  seat  in  the  jury-box  and 
determine  this  controversy  according  to  the  sworn  evidence  that  might  be 
here  before  vou  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

m 

Q.  Without  being  influenced  one  way  or  the  other  by  any  previous  opinion 
or  impression  that  you  had  formed  or  received  in  regard  to  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  would  not  be  embarrassed,  then,  from  the  fact  that  you  had  read 
and  received  impressions  in  regard  to  the  case,  in  disposing  of  it  ?  A.  No, 
air. 

Q.  Well,  have  you  no  impression  now,  one  way  or  the  other  in  regard  to 
It  9    A.  Well,  I  can't  say  that  I  have. 

Q.  Well,  you  ought  to  know  whether  you  have  or  not  ?  A.  No,  sir;  at 
the  present  time  I  have  not.  If  I  have  it  is  so  slight  that  I  could  not  call  it 
an  impression. 

Q.  Have  you  any  acquaintance  with  either  of  the  parties  ?     A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  Where  do  you  atteod  divine  serrice  9  A.  Well,  I  am  not  in  the  habit 
of  attending  regularly  at  any  church.  Once  in  a  while  I  feel  like  going  to 
churcb  ;  it  is  according  to  wherever  my  fancy  takes  me. 

Q.  Where  have  you  been  in  the  habit  of  going  when  you  felt  inclined  to 
go  f  A.  Well,  I  went  to  Dr.  Carroll's  church,  Bedford-avenue ;  the  Baptist 
Church,  comer  of  Washington  and  Gates-avenues ;  Universalist  Church,  in 
Clermont-avenue,  and  churches  around  the  neighborhood  where  I  live. 

Q.  Are  you  a  man  of  family  ?    A.  Yes.  sir. 

Q.  Does  your  family  attend  service  ?    A.  Yes,  sir ;  my  wife  does. 

Q.  Generally  with  you  ?  A.  Whenever  we  can  get  a  chance  to  get  out 
together. 

Q.  Where  does  she  go  when  you  can't  attend  her  ?  A.  Well,  she  has 
been  in  the  habit  of  attending  Dr.  Carroll's  church,  in  Bedford-avenue,  with 
her  mother  and  father. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  Dr.  Carroll  ?  A.  Well,  I  am  slightly  ac- 
quainted with  him ;  I  know  him  very  well  by  sight. 

Q.  And  is  your  wife  a  communicant  of  that  church  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Any  of  your  family  communicants  of  that  church  ?  A.  None;  only 
my  wife's  family :  they  all  belong  to  the  church,  and  are  regular  members. 

Q.  They  belong  to  that  church  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  does  the  doctor  make  pastoral  visits  at  your  house  ?  A.  Not  to 
my  house. 

Q.  He  does  to  your  mother-in  law's  f    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  does  your  mother-in-law  live  ?  A.  I  believe  it  is  No.  648  Bed- 
ford— it  is  in  Bedford-avenue,  comer  of  Monroe-street. 

Q,  Is  your  father-in-law  living?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  is  Iiis  name  ?    A.  Gelhardt — Chas.  F.  Gelhardt,  I  believe. 

Q.  Haven't  you  talked  this  over  in  your  family  frequently  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  With  your  mother-in-law  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  believe  I  did. 

Q.  And  your  father-in-law  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  haven't  you  expressed  opinions  to  them  f    A.  Yes,  sir.     . 

Q.  And  they  have  expressed  opinions  to  you  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Decided  opinions  ?  A.  Well,  I  can't  say  whether  they  were  very  de- 
cided or  not;  of  course  it  was  just  in  conversation,  reading  the  papers. 

Q.  Did  you  all  agree,  or  did  you  take  different  sides  ?  A.  No,  sir,  I  gen- 
erally disagreed  with  them. 

Q.  And  warm  discussions  ?    A.  Oh,  no,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  a  little  animated  ?  A.  Well,  generally,  my  father-in-law  ;  I 
like  to  talk  to  him,  and  get  him  a  little  excited,  and  I  argued  with  him  once 
in  a  while. 

Q.  And  did  you  excite  him  f    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  did  he  excite  you  9    A.  Well,  no,  sir. 

Q.  You  kept  cool  9    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Didn't  all  that  controversy  tend  to  fix  in  your  mind  a  decided  opinion 
in  regard  to  this  case  ?  A.  No,  sir;  at  that  timo  I  had  none.  I  felt  as  if  I 
had  formed  a  kind  of  opinion  myself,  but  still  it  was  not  anything  decided. 
I  would  read  the  papers  over — ^I  would  read  one  side  of  the  story,  and  I  would 
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think  that,  and  then  I  would  read  the  other  side;  and  it  left  me  in  douht 
..  I  ch  was  right. 

(^\  When  were  you  summoned  as  a  juror  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  exactly; 
\'\'.\  I  think  it  was  the  day  before  New  Year's. 

Q.  By  whom  were  you  summoned  ?    A.  That  I  don't  know;  but  it  is  by 

the  Sheriff 

Q.  Didn't  you  know  the  officer  ?  A.  I  did  not  know  the  officer  that 
served  the  summons. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with  him  about  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  held  any  conversation  or  controversy  with  any  person  since 
you  were  summoned  ?  A.  Only  so  fur  as  business  is  concerned  that  I  have 
excused  myself;  I  have  papers  in  New  York  there,  and  of  course  when  par- 
ties came  to  me  and  wanted  to  know  the  reason  my  work  was  not  done,  I 
would  excuse  myself,  stating  that  I  was  drawn  on  the  jury,  but  at  that  time 
I  did  not  know  it  was  in  this  case. 

Q.  Beyond  that  have  you  held  any  conversation  with  any  person  or  per- 
sons with  respect  to  the  case  ?  A.  I  did  last  night;  I  had  some  business  with 
a  gentleman  last  night;  he  asked  me  how  the  case  was  going  on;  and  I  told 
him  they  were  just  drawing  the  jury. 

Q.  Is  that  all  the  conversation  you  have  had  since  you  were  summoned  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  that  all  you  had  with  him  ?  A.  Yes,  sir,  -that  was  all;  and  then  his 
wife  or  his  mother  asked  me  whether  Mr.  Beecher  was  there  or  Mr.  Tilton  was 
there;  that  was  about  all  the  questions  they  asked  me. 

Q.  Did  you  express  any  opinion  to  them  ?    A.  I  expressed  no  opinion. 

Q.  Did  they  express  any  opinion  to  you  ?  A.  No,  sir — Well,  the  lady — 
she  is  a  member  of  Mr.  Beecher's  church  I  believe;  and  she  said  that 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  what  she  said ;  did  she  express  any  opinion  to  you  ?  A. 
No,  sir,  not  exactly  an  opinion. 

Q.  Did  slie  make  any  assertion  in  regard  to  it  ?  A.  No,  sir;  she  merely 
asked  me  what  I  thought  about  the  case. 

Q.  Well,  did  you  tell  her  ?  A.  I  told  her  I  had  no  business  to  think  just 
at  the  present  time. 

Q.  Is  that  the  answer  you  made  her  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  as  near  as  I  can  recol* 
lect,  it  was  to  that  effect. 

Q.  You  gave  that  answer  because  you  were  summoned  as  a  juror  ?  A. 
Yes,  I  made  the  remark  to  the  gentleman ;  he  asked  whether  I  was  on  this 
panel;  I  told  him  I  was  on  this  panel,  and  that  was  the  reason  I  could  not 
see  to  his  work;  but  I  said  **I  don't  think  there  is  much  chance  of  me  get- 
ting on,  because  I  have  expressed  an  opinion."     I  stated  that  to  him. 

Q.  You  told  him  you  had  expressed  an  opinion  ?  A.  That  I  had  expresaed 
an  opinion. 

Q.  You  did  not  expect  to  get  on,  then,  did  you  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  For  that  reason  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  when  did  you  express  the  opinion  to  which  you  then  referred  f 
A.  Well,  it  was,  as  near  as  I  can  recollect,  in  conversation  among  the  folks 
at  the  house. 
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Q.  You  referred  then  to  these  discussions  with  jour  father-in-law's  fam- 
ily, did  you  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  and  may  be  parties  in  the  shop  that  came  there; 
they  have  asked  me  about  the  case,  and  of  course  I  have  had  to  answer  them; 
but  I  don't  remember  what  conversation ;  I  know  that  at  that  time  I  must 
have  expressed  an  opinion. 

Mr.  FulUrton, — We  withdraw  the  challenge. 

Mr,  EvarU,  — He  seems  to  me  to  be  a  good  juryman, 

Mr,  FtUlerton, — Then  there  is  no  objection  to  him. 

The  Jun/r. — ^I  would  like  to  be  excused,  if  you  could. 

Mr.  FulUrton, — Well,  you  ask  too  late;  you  ought  to  have  spoken  a  little 
sooner. 

Henrt  Thyer,  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal  cause. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — Where  do  you  reside  ?  A.  No.  76  Noble-street,  Greenpoint. 

Q.  Where  do  you  carry  on  business  ?  A.  I  don't  carry  on  any  business  in 
particular. 

Q.  Retired  from  business  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  keep  a  boarding-house  there. 

Q.  In  this  city  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  engaged  in  that  business  ?  A.  About  two  years. 

Q.  I  take  it  for  granted  that  you  have  read  the  controversy  between  the 
parties  to  this  action  ?  A.  As  far  as  things  go,  I  certainly  did  read  the 
papers ;  but  never  took  no  interest  in  it. 

Q.  What  papers  have  yuu  been  in  the  habit  of  reading  ?  A.  I  generally 
take  The  Argus  ;  sometimes  I  have  read  l^he  Sun. 

Q.   The  Sun  of  New  York  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  The  Argus  of  this  city  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  statements  made  by  the  respective  parties  ?  A.  As  I 
stated  just  now,  I  read  them,  but  never  took  any  interest  in  either  side. 

Q.  Did  you  read  all  the  statements  of  the  parties  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  report  of  the  Committee  ?    A.  No,  sir,  I  have  not. 

Q.  Have  you  formed  any  opinion  in  regard  to  it  ?  A.  Well,  sir,  I  have 
not ;  that  is,  iionestly  speaking. 

Q.  Did  you  get  no  impression  from  what  you  read  ?  A.  Not  the  least 
whatever ;  I  never  took  no  interest  in  it. 

Q.  Have  you  conversed  with  a  good  many  persons  on  the  subject  ?  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  Discussed  the  matter  in  your  boarding-house  with  any  one  9  A.  No, 
sir ;  not  at  any  time  whatever. 

Q.  Nor  with  any  member  of  your  family  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Never  received  any  impression  one  way  or  the  other  ?  A.  Not  the 
least  whatever;  I  never  took  no  interest  in  it. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  either  of  the  parties  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  am  not. 

Q.  Are  you  a  little  hard  of  hearing  ?    A.  No,  sir,  I  am  not. 

Q.  Where  do  you  attend  church  ?  A.  The  Presbyterian  Church,  when  I 
go  to  church,  in  Kent-street,  Greenpoint. 

Q.  A  regular  attendant  ?    A.  No,  sir,  I  am  not. 

Q.  Do  you  attend  any  other  church  ?    A.  No.  sir,  I  do  not. 
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Q.  Where  do  your  family  attend  ?  A.  Nowhere  at  all ;  my  children  go 
to  the  Presbyterian  Church,  but  my  wife  does  not  go  to  church. 

Q.  What  Presbyterian  Church  ?    A.  In  Noble-street. 

Q.  Who  is  the  pastor  of  that  church  ?  A.  I  could  not  tell  you;  my 
children  attend  the  school,  but  I  do  not  go  there  myself. 

Q.  Did  you  see  these  statements  that  you  say  you  have  not  read  ?  A.  I 
did  see  the  statements,  but,  as  I  said  before,  I  never  took  no  interest  in  them 
whatever. 

Q.  Where  did  you  see  them — in  what  shape  ?  A.  I  read  them  in  The  Sun 
and  likewise  in  The  ArgH%^  but  never  took  no  interest  in  it  whatever. 

Q.  How  does  it  happen  you  did  not  take  an  interest  in  a  subject  that 
agitated  the  community  to  such  an  extent  as  this  did  ?  A.  Because  I  didn^t 
think  it  was  to  my  benefit  to  do  so. 

Q.  Don't  you  interest  yourself  in  public  questions  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not. 

Q.  How  are  you  engaged  during  the  day?  A.  lam  an  iron-finisher;  I 
work  for  John  H.  Keyser,  and  have  been  working  for  him  for  the  last  six 
vears  and  six  months. 

Q.  Please  state  what  is  his  business  again  ?     A.  A  stove  founder. 

Q.  In  this  city  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  John  H.  Keyser,  of  Tweed  notoriety— one 
of  the  parties  in  the  Tweed  case. 

Q.  Where  did  you  work  for  him  ?  A.  In  Noble-street,  at  the  foundry, 
as  a  stove-man. 

Mr,  FnVerton. — We  withdraw  the  challenge. 

Mr.  Evarts. — He  seems  to  us  to  be  a  good  juryman. 

The  juror  was  accepted. 

Ira  Down. — Called  and  sworn  on  the  challenge  for  principal  cause. 

Mr.  Pryw. —Where  do  you  live  ?    A.  No.  170  Duffield-st. 

Q.  Where  do  you  do  business  ?     A.  I  am  retired  from  business. 

Q.  What  WHS  your  business  ?    A.  Farmer,  Sufibtk  county. 

Q.  How  long  since  you  retired  from  business  ?    A.  Ten  years. 

Q.  How  long  since  you  have  resided  in  Brooklyn  ?  A.  Between  one  and 
two  years. 

Q.  Have  you  a  family  ?    A.  A  wife  and  one  child. 

Q.  You  have  heard  of  this  controversy,  have  you  ?  A.  I  have  read  it  in 
The  Tribune.     I  take  The  Trifmne  every  morning. 

Q.  What  have  you  read  of  it  ?    A.  I  have  not  read  but  very  little. 

Q.  You  have  read  but  very  little  ?  A.  I  have  been  the  most  of  the  rime  in 
the  Christian  Association ;  I  have  been  gone  about  half  the  time  from  home  to 
the  Christian  Association. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.  Myrtle-ave. 

Q,  What  were  you  doing  there  ?  A.  I  was  at  a  meeting  every  afternoon ; 
we  have  a  meeting  every  day  the  year  round,  Sundays  and  all. 

Q.  You  are  a  member  of  some  church  ?  A.  I  belong  to  the  Presbyterian 
Church  in  Mattituck,  where  I  came  from. 

Q.  Have  you  formed  a  connection  with  any  Presbyterian  church  in  Brook- 
lyn ?    A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  Tou  have  not  got  any  letters  yet  ?  A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  what  articles  you  read  in  The  Tribime  touching  this 
matter  ?  A.  I  could  not  tell  yon ;  I  have  read  but  very  little ;  I  have  a  good 
deal  of  headache,  and  my  eyes  trouble  me,  and  I  have  taken  buttery  little 
interest  in  it. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  you  have  read  the  statement  of  either  of  the 
parties  f  A.  What  little  I  read,  sometimes  I  read  the  one  and  sometimes  the 
other. 

Q.  Did  what  you  read  make  any  impression  on  you  t    A.  It  did  not. 

Q.  Made  no  impression  upon  you  ?    A.  Xo,  sir. 

Q.  Did  it  make  any  impression  on  you  at  the  time  t    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  saying  it  made  no  impression  upon  you  t  A. 
One  I  would  read  a  little,  and  then  I  would  think  I  would  read  on  the  other 
side,  so  I  kept  reading  on  both  sides  and  formed  no  opinion. 

Q.  You  kept  the  balance  even  in  that  way  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  you  read  one  statement,  before  you  read  the  other  statementi 
your  mind  inclined  that  way  ?    A.  Very  little. 

Q.  So  no  impression  was  made  upon  you  in  any  way  by  anything  you 
read  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  you  read  Mr.  Beecher's  statement  f  A* 
A  very  little  of  it. 

Q.  Did  you  read  any  of  it  f    A.  Perhaps  one-tenth  of  it. 

Q.  How  much  was  one-tenth  ?  A.  I  don*t  know.  There  is  a  great  deal 
covered  over  with  it. 

Q.  Did  you  read  Mr.  Tilton's  statement  t  A.  I  should  think  I  read  about 
one-tenth  of  that ;  a  little  of  it  I  looked  over. 

Q.  Did  you  read  tlie  report  of  the  Church  Committee  ?    A.  No,  sir, 

Q.  Did  you  read  any  of  the  evidence  that  was  developed  before  this 
Church  Committee  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  Christian  Association  is  this  you  speak  of — the  Young  Men's 
Christian  Association  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.^  What  denomination  ?    A.  All  denominations,  I  think. 

Q.  Composed  of  all  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  May  I  ask  why  you  have  not  got  your  letter  of  dismissal  from  the 
former  church  you  belonged  to  ?  A.  You  may ;  in  the  first  place,  I  have 
been  one  or  two  years  in  Brooklyn,  and  before  that  I  was  one  or  two  years  in 
Babylon,  Long  Island ;  and  I  have  been  moving  around,  and  for  that  reason 
I  have  not  got  any. 

Q.  What  church  do  you  attend  here  ?    A.  Talmage's. 

Q.  Do  you  attend  that  church  habitually  ?    A.  Part  of  the  time. 

Q.  Do  you  ever  go  to  any  other  church  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Will  you  mention  any  other  church  you  go  to  ?    A.  Washington-street. 

Q.  Which  one  in  Washington-street — ^who  is  the  pastor  of  it  f  A.  A  new 
pastor;  I  don^t  think  I  know  his  name.  I  have  been  there  perhaps  five  or 
six  times,  and  to  Johnson-street  perhaps  five  l>r  six  times,  in  a  year. 

Q.  Do  you  ever  attend  Dr.  Van  Dyke's  church  f    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  Dr.  Carroll's  ?    A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  Have  you  ever  discussed  this  controversy,  or  any  branch  of  this  con- 
troversy with  any  person  ?  A.  I  don't  know  as  I  could  call  any  name  now; 
I  think  I  have  heard  them  say  a  few  words;  I  think  I  told  him  I  didn't  know 
anything  about  it,  I  heard  so  much  on  both  sides. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hear  any  other  person  propound  any  opinion  on  it  t  A. 
I  think  I  have,  a  very  few. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  the  matter  discussed  much  t    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Very  little  ?    A.  Very  little. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  it  discussed  in  the  rooms  of  the  Christian  Association  ? 
A.  I  never  heard  a  word  said  about  it  since  I  have  been  here. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Nicolls  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  He  keeps  a  hardware  store  in  Myrtle-avenue  and  Duffield-street;  do 
you  know  him  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Tou  do  not  know  him  ?    A.  I  think  I  do  know  him. 

Q.  He  keeps  a  store,  does  he  not  ?    A.  I  think  he  does.    * 

Q.  What  sort  of  a  store  ?    A.  Grocery,  I  think. 

Q.  Grocer  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  talk  with  him  about  this  matter  f  A.  I  have  beard  him 
talk  some. 

Q.  Did  you  make  any  response  to  him  ?  A.  I  think  it  is  very  likely  I  have 
said  a  few  words. 

Q.  Did  he  declare  any  opinion  upon  the  matter?    A.  Tes,  sir;  he  did. 

Q.  He  declared  a  pronounced  opinion,  did  he  not — a  decided  opinion  f 
A.  Yes,  air. 

Q.  What  reply  did  you  make  to  him,  or  did  you  make  any  reply  to  him  f 
A.  I  think  I  said  a  very  few  words ;  none  of  any  consequence. 

Q.  Did  you  indicate  whether  you  dissented  from  or  concurred  with  his 
opinion  ?    A.  Not  either  way. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  what  he  said  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  don't. 

Q.  Did  the  declaration  of  Mr.  Nicolls's  opinion  to  you  make  any  impres- 
sion upon  yon  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  jou  remember,  when  Mr.  Nicolls  expressed  an  opinion  whether 
that  was  then  your  opinion  or  not  ?  A.  I  didn*t  have  any  opinion  either  way, 
as  I  said,  on  either  side. 

Q,  Have  you  endeavored  to  avoid  forming  an  opinion  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  How  often  do  you  see  Mr.  Nicolls  ?  A.  I  trade  there  considerably. 
He  don't  come  in  there  until  about  1  or  2  o^clock.  Perhaps  I  see  him  once  a 
fortnight,  or  once  a  week;  sometimes  oftener,  and  sometimes  not  as  often;  I 
don^t  go  in  there  very  often — once  in  a  great  whil& 

Mr,  FuUerton, — I  offer  this  letter  in  evidence. 
The  TTifntfM.— Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — ^In  whose  handwriting  is  the  paper  t  A.  Theodora 
Tilfton't. 
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Q.  Can  you  remember  now  how  often  yon  have  rliscussed  it  with  him  ! 
A.  Within  six  months  I  think  I  have  been  in  then*  perhaps  from  four  to  six 
times  talking  with  other  persons,  and  may  be  once  or  twice  he  has  spoken  to 
me  about  it — may  be  six  times  in  six  months. 

Q.  How  long  did  those  discussions  generally  last  ?  A.  May  be  I  would 
stay  in  one  minute,  and  transact  my  business  and  go  out. 

Q.  Did  you  make  no  reply  to  him?  A.  No,  sir;  once  or  twice  he  has 
spoken  to  me,  and  may  be  I  would  stay  three  minutes  in  there. 

Q.  Did  you  make  no  reply  to  him  ?  A.I  could  not  recollect  what  I  did 
say— not  a  word  now — I  took  so  little  interest  in  it. 

Q.  You  won't  say  you  did  not  reply  to  him?  A.  No,  sir,  I  won't 
say  I  did  not;  I  could  not  recollect  what  I  said  to  him,  I  took  so  little 
interest  in  it. 

Q.  Are  you  sure  that  on  some  one  of  those  discussions  you  didn't  make 
any  reply  to  him  ?    A.  I  would  not  be  sure  either  way. 

Q.  What  do  you  think — what  is  your  impression  ?  A.  Well,  I  would 
think — as  he  would  be  talking,  perhaps  I  answered  him  in  some  form  or 
other;  I  think  I  did;  I  don't  generally  let  anybody  talk  without  I  say  a  few 
words;  I  don't  know  but  I  have. 

Q.  What  is  the  answer  you  say  you  may  have  given  him ;  what  did  that 
express,  or  contain,  or  import ;  did  it  convey  an  opinion  that  you  had  ?  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  Tour  answer  did  not  indicate  any  opinion  on  your  part  at  all  ?  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  tell  him  not  to  discuss  the  matter  with  you  ?  A.  I 
don't  think  I  did.  I  thought,  as  I  was  in  his  store,  I  could  go  out  as 
soon  as  I  had  my  business  done,  and  need  not  come  in  again  unless  I  bad  a 
mind  to. 

Q.  When  did  you  ha^e  your  last  discussion  with  him?  A.  I  think  it  is 
one  or  two  months  since  a  word  has  been  spoken. 

Q.  When  did  he  last  mention  the  subject  to  you  ?  A.  I  think  it  has  been 
as  long  as  two  months. 

Q.  When  did  he  last  mention  it  in  your  presence  ?  A.  I  think  that  it  is 
as  much  as  two  months — I  think  it  is. 

Q.  Do  you  consider  that  the  interests  of  Christianity  are  involved  in  this 
trial  ?  *    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  conceive  that  the  character  of  the  Christian  ministry  is 
involved  in  this  trial  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

♦  In  People  v.  Christie  (2  Park.  Cr.  579 ;  S.  C.  2  Abb.  Pr.  256  [Supreme  CU 
1855],  Clukkr,  Mokris  and  Mitchbll,  JJ.,  opin.  by  Mouris,  J.),  which  was  an 
iudictmeut  for  riot  arising  out  of  prejudices  between  Roman  Catholics  and  others, 
defendants  were  members  of  a  society  ot  Hibernians  and  Catholics.  Htld^  com- 
pfU*nt  to  ask  a  juror,  **  have  you  any  bias  or  prejudice  against  Roman  Cathoiirs  ?" 
and  that  it  waa  error  to  alhtw  him  to  refuse  to  answer,  upon  the  ground  that  his 
answer  would  tend  to  disgrace  him.  The  court  sayH,  '-  The  right  to  an  im par- 
tial jury  is  not  to  be  sacrificed  to  the  fear  or  apprehension  of  wounding  the  feel- 
ingH  of  others.  .  .  .  There  is  neither  dishonor  nor  disgrace  attached  to  the  fact 
that  a  man  had  formed  an  opinion  upon  any  subject  which  agitated  public  con- 
•Ideration." 
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Q.  Do  you  take  any  religious  newspaper  ?    A.  No,  sir. 
J/r.  Evarts. — He  seems  to  be  a  good  juror. 
The  juror  then  took  his  seat,  accepted. 

Grobge  Hull,  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal  cause. 

Mr.  Pnjor. — Where  do  you  live  ?     A.  No.  102  Devoe-st. 

Q.  What  is  your  businei's  ?    A.  Carpenter. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  lived  here  ?    A.  About  23  years. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  heard  of  tliis  controversy  ?    A.  I  have,  sir. 

Q.  EWd  you  ever  read  anything  about  it  ?    A.  I  did. 

Q.  Did  what  you  read  make  any  impression  upon  your  mind  ?    A.  It  did. 

Q.  Did  you  form  an  opinion  touching  the  controversy  ?    A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  formed  an  opinion  ?    A.  I  have  not. 

Q.  You  had  an  impression  ?    A.  I  had. 

Q.  What  is  the  difference  between  an  opinion  and  an  impression,  in  your 
Tiew  ?  A.  When  a  man  forms  an  opinion,  he  has  something  to  form  an 
opinion  from. 

Q.  When  he  forms  an  impression,  he  forms  it  without  any  cause  at  all  ? 
A.  Well,  not  a  positive  cause. 

Q.  What  produced  this  impression  upon  your  mind  t  A.  Articles  that  I 
read. 

Q.  What  articles  did  you  read  ?  A.  I  read  articles  in  relation  to  this 
controversy  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Which  articles — statements  of  the  parties  or  newspaper  articles  I  A. 
The  newspaper  articles  published ;  their  statements  I  presume  it  was — some 
of  them. 

Q.  Have  you  read  any  of  the  statements  of  the  parties  themselves  ?  A.  I 
have. 

Q-  Did  you  read  Mr.  Beecher's  statement  ?    A.  I  did. 

Q.  Did  you  read  Mr.  Tilton's  statement  ?     A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  You  have  read  only  Mr.  Beecher's  statement  ;  did  you  read  the 
testimony  before  the  Church  Investigating  Committee  ?    A.  Not  fully. 

Q.  Did  you  read  any  of  it  ?    A..  Very  little. 

Q.  What  did  you  read  of  it  ?    A.  I  am  not  able  to  tell. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  report  of  the  Committee  ?  A.  Not  fully;  only  the 
conclusion. 

Q.  You  read  the  conclusion  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  it  make  any  impression  upon  you  ?  A.  The  report  of  the  Commit- 
tee ? — no  sir. 

Q.  None  whatever  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  has  become  of  the  impression  you  say  you  arrived  at  f  A.  It 
still  remains. 

Q.  May  I  ask  you  as  to  the  tenacity  or  strength  of  that  impression — ^is  it  a 
very  mild  impression  or  a  pretty  tenacious  one  ?    A.  It  is  very  tenacious. 

Q.  And  you  still  retain  that  impression  f    A.  Yes. 

Q.  I  suppose  It  would  require  some  argument  or  evidence  to  remove  that 
impreflsioD  t    A.  It  would. 
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Q.  Notwitbstandiog  you  had  this  impression,  you  would  fairly  listen  to 
the  evidence,  would  you  not,  and  would  you  not  conscientiously  render  a 
verdict  according  to  the  evidence,  irrespective  of  this  present  impression  ? 
A.  I  would. 

Q.  Do  you  attend  any  church  ?    A.  I  do. 

Q.  Which  church  ?     A.  The  First  Baptist  Church  of  Brooklyn. 

Q.  Who  is  the  minister  ?    A.  The  Rev.  Dr.  Reed. 

Q.  Are  you  a  communicant  of  that  church  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  either  of  the  parties  in  this  controversy  ?  A.  I  do 
not 

Q.  You  have  heard  of  both  of  them  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  no  prejudice  against  either  of  them  ?    A.  None  at  all. 

Q.  Your  mind  is  indefinite  and  even  as  between  them  both  ?    A.  It  is. 

Mr,  Pryor, — We  withdraw  our  challenge. 

Mr,  Sfiearman. — We  are  willing  to  accept  the  juror. 

Judge  Nbilson. — Take  your  seat,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — Now,  Mr.  Shearman,  have  you  got  witnesses  in  regard 
to  the  qualifications  of  the  juror,  Andrew  Mackey  ? 

Mr,  Pryor. — I  understand  that  the  defendant  has  not  challenged  him  yet. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  juror  was  examined  on  the  challenge. 

Mr.  Pryor. — On  what  ground  is  the  challenge  ?  It  is  not  enough  to  say 
that  he  does  not  stand  indifferent;  it  must  be  shown. 

Judge  Neilsox. — That  juror  has  denied  that  he  has  formed  or  expressed 
any  opinion.  The  counsel  are  at  liberty  to  prove  that  he  has  expressed  an 
opinion. 

Mr.  Beaeh.—We  withdraw  our  challenge  to  the  juror. 

Mr.  Shearman. — Then  we  challenge  the  juror. 

Judge  Neilson. — Now  you  are  at  liberty  to  prove  that  the  juror  has 
expressed  an  opinion.* 

Silas  B.  Dutcher,  called  by  defendant  as  a  witness,  and  sworn. 

Mr,  Hill. — Have  you  seen  Mr.  Mackey^  the  juror  ?    A.  I  have. 

Q.  Were  you  in  court  when  he  was  examined  ?     A,  I  was. 

Q.  Did  yuu  hear  him  mention  the  fact  of  his  having  done  business  with 
you  ?    A.  I  understood  him  to  have  mentioned  my  name. 

Q.  Is  it  true  that  he  did  business  with  you  ? 

Mr,  Beach  objected  to  the  question  as  irrelevant  and  immaterial. 

Mr,  Ilill. — The  statute  provides  that  the  jurors  shall  be  free  from  all  legal 
exception,  and  shall  be  of  fair  character  and  approved  integrity.  The  juror 
has  stated  that  he  has  done  business  with  Mr.  Dutcher,  and  we  propose  to 
show  that  he  has  not. 

Q.  Are  you  connected  with  an  insurance  company,  Mr.  Dutcher  f  A.  No; 
I  am  not. 

Mr.  Beach. — But  there  is  a  Mr.  Dutcher  connected  with  an  insurance  com- 

*  When  a  juror  has  been  challenged,  a  witness  may  be  called  to  prove  the 
ground  of  challenge.  Supreme  Ct.,  1823,  Pringlo  «.  Huse  (1  Cow.  432) ;  Oyer  & 
T.  1823  (People  v.  Fuller  (2  Pwrk  Or.  10). 
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pany.     The  juror  said  that  he  thought  his  name  was   Silas  6.  Dutcher. 
However,  we  withdraw  our  objection. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  wish  to  ask  the  learned  counsel  whether  he  thinks  it 
proper  now  to  call  witnesses  to  all  the  collateral  topics  to  which  he  examined 
the  juror  ? 

Mr.  Shearman, — We  take  the  ground  that  the  statute  is  very  broad,  and 
prohibits  the  Commissioners  of  Jurors  from  bringing  any  person  who  is  not  of 
fair  character,  of  approved  integrity,  and  of  sound  judgment,  and  well 
informed.  Now,  wlien  we  show,  if  we  can  show,  that  this  juror  has  sworn  to 
having  had  dealings  with  Silas  6.  Dutcher — a  gentleman  as  well  known  in 
Brooklyn  as  your  Honor  yourself— concerning  whose  name  it  is  almost  impos- 
sible that  any  man  of  tolerably  sound  judgment,  and  in  the  least  well-informed, 
could  make  a  mistake,  and  when  we  then  show  that  he  has  had  no  dealings 
with  that  gentleman,  I  think  we  raise  a  strong  presumption  that  he  is  either 
not  of  approved  integrity,  or  not  at  all  well  informed — not  well  informed 
about  his  own  business.  It  raises  a  presumption  as  to  his  incapacity  in  the 
transaction  of  business  required  by  a  juror,  because  he  can  not  transact  his 
own  business  in  a  sutficiently  intelligent  manner  t^)  recognize  his  own  cus- 
tomers. 

Judge  Neilson. — Suppose  the  juror,  in  good  faith,  in  answering  your 
interrogatory,  made  a  mistake  ? 

Mr.  Shearman. — Certainly  he  can  show  it  is  a  mistake.  But  suppose  a 
juror  should  come  and  state  that  he  Was  engaged  by  Joseph  Neilson  of 
Brooklyn. 

Judge  Neilsok. — Please  to  leave  me  out. 

Mr.  Sheanmtn. — Well,  suppose  that  he  stated  that  he  was  engaged  by 
William  M.  Evarts,  a  lawyer  in  New  York,  and  we  then  ask  him  if  he  could 
see  him  here  in  court,  and  he  said  he  could  not,  would  not  that  go  to  the 
question  whether  the  juror  was  of  Sound  judgment  or  well  informed  ?  The 
point  we  have  to  make  in  regard  to  this  juror  is  a  delicate  one,  and  it  is,  that 
he  is  not  of  sound  judgment. 

Judge  Neilson  — They  do  not  object  to  your  examining  Mr.  Dutcher. 

Mr.  Hill. — Has  this  gentleman,  Mr.  Mackey,  ever  had  any  business  with 
you  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach. — Are  you  connected  with  any  insurance  company  ?  A.  I  am 
not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  a  Mr.  Dutcher  connected  with  an  insurance  company  ? 
A.  I  know  there  is  one. 

Q.  What  company  is  he  connected  with  ?  A.  My  impression  is  that  it  is 
with  the  Continental 

Mr.  MorrU. — In  what  office  is  Mr.  Dutcher  ?    A.  I  do  not  know. 

THOXAfl  £.  PBAB8ALL  Called  as  a  witness  on  the  trial  of  the  challenge  of 
Mr.  Maekey^  and  sworn. 

Mr.  HUl. — Where  do  you  reside  ?    A,  No.  105  Sixth-avenue. 

Q.  Do  you  attend  Dr.  Tal mage's  church  inSchermerhorn-street  ?    A.  I  do. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  attended  it  ?    A.  Ever  since  it  was  built. 
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Q.  Did  you  attend  the  church  which  was  there  upon  that  site  before  the 
fire  ?    A.  I  did. 

Q.  For  how  long  ?    A.  From  the  time  that  church  was  built. 

Q.  Did  you  attend  the  church  the  mominj^  of  the  fire,  at  the  time  it  was 
destroyed  ?    A.  No,  sir;  not  until  I  heard  of  the  fire. 

Q.  What  time  did  you  go  there  ?  A.  I  don't  kuow,  sir;  I  heard  the  bells 
ring  for  the  fire,  and  looked  out  of  my  window  and  saw  the  fire  and  went  to  it. 

Q,  What  time  did  you  get  there,  to  your  knowledge  ?  A.  I  think  the  fire 
occurred  about  the  time  that  we  go  to  church. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  there  was  any  preaching  there  that  morning  at 
all  ?    A.  I  don^t  think  there  was. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  Mr.  Talmage  attended  his  church  to  preach 
that  morning  ?    A.  I  do  not  know,  sir. 

Q.  Was  t*ie  fire  before  the  service  or  after  ?  A.  It  was  before  the  service; 
it  was  just  at  the  time  of  the  morning  service  that  the  fire  began. 

Q.  The  bells  were  just  ringing  for  church  ?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  It  was  a  very  sudden  fire  *    A.  Yes ;  the  same  as  all  fires. 

Q.  It  entirely  destroyed  the  building  ?  A.  It  took  a  long  time,  as  I  under- 
stood, before  it  developed  itself ;  the  fire  got  down  from  the  cellar  at  the  floor. 

Q.  And  the  fire  continued  and  the  building  was  burned  up  before  any 
service  was  held  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Morris, — The  congregation  had  gathered  partly  before  the  fire  ?  A. 
I  do  not  know,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  understand  they  were  in  the  church  at  the  time  of  the  fire^? 
A.  I  don't  know;  I  was  attracted  to  church  by  the  fire. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Dutcher,  connected  with  an  insurance  company  ? 
A.  I  do,  sir. 

Mr,  Shearman. — Are  you  acquainted  with  Mr.  Mackey  ?    A.  I  am,  sir. 

Q.  How  loEg  have  you  been  acquainted  with  him  ?  A.  All  my  life,  I 
think,  almost. 

Q.  Have  you  been  well  acquainted  with  him  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  know  where 
he  is,  and  I  know  that  he  has  a  real  estate  office  in  Fulton-ave. 

Q.  Have  you  done  business  with  him  ?  A.  I  don't  think  we  have  ever 
done  business  with  each  other;  I  may  have  done  some  business  with  his 
brother  a  year  ago. 

William  Richardson  called  as  a  witness  on  the  trial  of  the  challenge  of 
Mr,  Mackey,  and  sworn. 

Mr.  UiU. — Do  you  reside  in  this  city  ?    A.  I  do,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  the  occasion  when  Dr.  Talmage's  church  in  Schermcr^ 
hom-st.  was  destroyed  by  fire  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  hear  the  alarm  of  fire  ?  A.  I  think  the  fire  occurred 
Dec.  21,  1872,  about  10  minutes  after  10  o'clock  in  the  morning.  I  was  on 
my  way  to  church  at  the  time. 

Q.  Are  you  sure  of  the  date  ?  A.  I  am  sure  it  was  the  Sunday  nearest  to 
the  2l8t  of  December,  and  I  think  that  was  the  exact  date. 

Q.  Did  you  go  to  the  fire  ?    A.  I  did  not  then. 
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Q.  Did  you  go  there  afterward,  to  be  snre  that  that  was  the  alarm  f    A. 
I  did,  immediately  after  service. 

Fraitk  Benson  called  as  a  witness  on  the  trial  of  the  challenge  of  Mr. 
Maekey^  and  sworn. 

Mr,  Hill. — Where  do  you  reside  ?    A.  In  Boerum-place. 

Q.  Where  is  your  business  ?    A.  In  the  billiard  room  of  Mr.  John  B.  Biley. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Andrew  Mackey  ?    A.  I  know  the  gentleman. 

Q.  Have  you  seen  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  has  been  at  your  place  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hear  him  speak  about  the  Tilton-Beecher  scandal  t  A. 
I  have  heard  him  make  some  few  remarks  about  it. 

Q.  When  ?    A.  I  can  not  say  exactly  the  date. 

Q.  How  long  since  ?    A.  Two  or  three  months,  it  may  be. 

Q.  Who  commenced  the  conversation  ?  A.  I  cavl  not  say ;  I  may  have 
lie^un  it  myself. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Mackey  express  any  opinion  about  it  ?    A.  He  did. 

Q.  A  decided  opinion?  A.  How  decided  it  was  I  do  not  know;  he 
expressed  an  opinion  to  me. 

Mr,  iSJiearman. — If  your  Honor  please,  this  is  our  testimony,  and  we  think 
that  we  have  shown  that  the  juror  has  expressed  an  opinion. 

Mr.  Beach. — The  character  and  extent  of  that  opinion,  whether  it  relates 
to  the  merits  of  the  case,  does  not  appear.  If  the  juror  has  fallen  into  an 
error  as  to  the  particular  period  of  the  burning  of  Dr.  Talmage's  church,  it 
does  not  affect  him.  There  is  no  evidence  that  he  has  expressed  any  opinion 
in  the  case  to  form  a  disqualification. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  there  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  juror  must 
stand  aside.  We  must  have  a  jury  that  is  free  from  all  question.  You  are 
excused,  Mr.  Mackey. 

Austin  Packabd  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal  cause. 

Mr.  Beach. — Have  you  formed  any  opinion  in  regard  to  the  merits  of  this 
caae  f    A.  I  don't  know  that  I  have. 

Q.  Do  you  know  that  you  have  not  ?    A.  I  know  I  have  not  fully. 

Q.  From  what  you  have  read  and  heard  of  the  case,  have  you  received 
Any  definite  impression  in  regard  to  its  merits  ?  A.  Not  definite ;  no  sir ;  I 
•hould  require  more  testimony  to  come  to  a  correct  conclusion  iu  regard  to 
the  facts  in  the  case. 

Q.  I  judge  from  what  you  say  that  you  have  at  least  a  qualified  impression  ? 
A.  I  have  read  it,  and  had  an  imprcssicm,  of  course.  I  have  not  a  final 
impression,  what  would  be  necei>sary  to  form  a  correct  conclusion. 

Q.  What  is  your  business  ?    A.  Manufacturer  of  ships'  stoves. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  either  of  the  parties  to  this  action  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  any  association  in  any  way,  directly  or  indirectly,  with  them, 
bnaineaa  or  social  ?    A.  No,  sir.* 

*  Intimate  acquaintance  with  a  party, — held,  a  ground  of  incompetency 
{Thom*$  Case,  4  City  H.  Kec.  81).  Friendship  or  clientage  is  not  a  disqualifica- 
iion  as  matter  of  law  {Jieginu  v.  Oeach,  9  Carr.  &  P.  41)9). 
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Q.  Are  you  a  church  member  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  a  member  of  a  religious  organization  ?  A.  I  have  a  seat  in 
Kr.  Halsey's  church,  in  Franklin-ave. 

Q.  Do  you  think  your  mind  is  in  that  c(mdition  that  you  could  hear  and 
decide  on  the  evidence  in  this  case  if  you  wei-e  sworn  as  a  juror,  without  feel- 
ing any  bias  or  prepossession  from  any  impression  you  have  received  ?  A.  I 
don't  know  of  anything  that  would  affect  it. 

Q.  Have  you  been  accustomed  to  talk  upon  this  subject  ?  A.  I  have  had 
street  conversations — car  conversations. 

Q.  It  is  a  subject  that  could  hardly  be  avoided.  Have  you  had  any  special 
discussion  upon  the  subject  with  any  friend  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  know  of 
anything  particular  affecting  this  case. 

Q.  You  know  there  have  been  various  publications  by  the  different  parties 
connected  with  the  controversy  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Upon  reading  these  publications  have  you  expressed  any  opinion  in 
regard  to  their  character  or  effect,  or  credibility  ?  A.  I  don't  know  that  I 
have ;  I  don't  recollect  of  doing  so  now. 

Q.  Do  you  now  recollect  to  have  formed  any  opinion  in  regard  to  these 
publications  ?  A.  Well,  I  don't  know  that  I  have  formed  any  opinion  on  the 
subject  other  than  that  it  was  part  of  a  scandal. 

Q.  Vou  have  received  from  those  nothing  but  that  transient  impression 
which  every  intelligent  man  receives  from  reading  publications  ?  A.  I  don't 
know  of  anything  else;  I  have  no  partiality  for  either  of  the  parties. 

Mr,  Beach, — ^I  withdraw  the  challenge,  sir. 

Mr,  Evarts, — How  long  have  you  lived  in  Brooklyn  ?  A.  Some  26  or  28 
years. 

Q.  Is  the  business  you  carry  on  carried  on  also  in  Brooklyn  ?  A.  Yes, 
sir ;  I  have  been  in  the  business  for  40  years. 

Q.  So  that  your  business  and  residence  is  that  of  a  Brooklyn  man  ?  A. 
My  business  is  in  New  York. 

Q.  You  go  to  New  York  to  your  business  for  the  day  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  EvarU. — We  think  he  is  a  good  juryman,  if  your  Honor  please. 
-  Judge  Neilson. — Take  a  seat,  sir. 

John  Winseckel  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal  cause. 

Mr,  Beach. — Are  you  acquainted  with  either  of  the  parties  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  attached  to  any  church  congregation  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  belong 
to  a  church. 

Q.  What  church  ?    A.  The  Catholic  Church. 

Q.  You  have  heard  something,  I  suppose,  of  this  case  ?  A.  Oh  I  yes;  I 
have  heard  something. 

Q.  And  read  something  about  it  ?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  Have  you  formed  any  opinion  in  regard  to  its  merits  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  received  no  decided  impression  in  regard  to  the  truth  of 
the  charge  against  Mr.  B^echer  ?     A.  Mo  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  any  bias  or  prejudice  which  would  influence  your  judgment 
if  sitting  as  a  juror  under  oath  ?    A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  You  have  none  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  vWhat  is  your  business  ?  A.  I  am  a  fire  insurance  agent,  and  do 
business  in  real  estate. 

Q.  Where  is  your  place  of  business  f  A.  No.  450  Grand-street,  over  in 
Williamsburgh. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  resided  in  Brooklyn  ?    A.  Twenty  years. 

Q.  Are  you  a  man  of  family  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  con  versed  to  any  considerable  extent  upon  the  subject  of 
this  dit^culty  ?  A.  I  don't  like  to  be  on  this  jury;  I  would  like  to  be  free 
if  I  could. 

Q.  Have  you  been  in  the  habit  of  talking  about  this  subject  ?  A.  No, 
sir;  sometimes  a  little,  of  course,  when  we  read  something  in  the  papers. 

Q.  But  what  you  read  never  led  you  to  express  any  opinion  in  regard  to 
it  ?    A.  No,  sir;  to  nobody. 

Q.  And,  so  far  as  you  know,  your  mind  is  perfectly  clear  to  hear  and 
decide  this  case  upon  the  evidence,  if  you  sit  as  a  juryman  in  it?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach, — We  withdraw  our  challenge. 

Mr.  Shtarman. — What  is  your  age  ?    A.  Forty-eight. 

Q.  Did  you  come  to  this  country  from  Germany  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  ariive  ?    A.   1854,  I  guess  in  October.  • 

Q.  Yon  are  naturalized  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  papers  did  you  read  ?  A.   The  New-  TorJcer  Presse,  a  German  paper. 

Q.  Did  that  paper  express  an  opinion  on  this  case  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Does  that  paper  express  any  opinion  on  the  subject  of  the  character 
of  clergymen  generally  ?  A.  I  don't  know;  if  it  did  it  could  not  affect  me; 
I  only  read  it  one  year. 

Q.  You  attend  the  Catholic  Church  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  attend  with  any  regularity  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  attend  nearly  every  Sunday  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  church  do  you  attend  ?    A.  Montrose-avenue  Church. 

Q.  Who  is  the  pastor,  or  pastors,  of  that  church  ?  A.  There  are  three  or 
four  of  them. 

Judge  Neilsok. — Who  is  the  leading  pastor  in  that  church  ?  A.  Father 
May. 

Mr.  Shearman. — Is  it  a  German  Catholic  Church?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  Do  you  understand  English  perfectly  when  you  are  accustomed  to 
talking  ?    A.  I  think  I  do. 

Q.  I  notice  you  only  read  a  German  paper.  Are  you  accustomed  to  read- 
ing English  f    A.  Yes,  a  little. 

Q.  Y'ou  don*t  read  English  papers  ?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  You  read  it  quite  familiarly,  I  suppose  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  when  I  like  I 
read  it. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  engaged  in  your  present  business  ?  A  Aboat 
eight  years. 

Q.  Yon  said  you  were  a  fire  insurance  agent:  are  you  agent  for  any  par> 
ticulur  company  ?    A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  You  canvass  for  business  generally  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  take  any  company 
when  I  get  the  insurance,  where  I  like  it.  « 

Q.  With  what  companies  do  you  mostly  do  business?  A.  With  the 
Williamsburgh  City  Fire  Insurance  Company,  and  with  the  Kings  County 
Company,  and  the  Continental  Company,  and  a  little  with  the  Citizen. 

Q.  Do  you  do  business  with  the  Continental  here,  or  with  t  je  main  office  ? 
A.  With  the  m^n  office.  No.  102  Broadway. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  any  of  the  officers  there  ?  A.  Yes,  sir, 
with  one. 

Q.  What  is  his  name  f  A.  He  is  the  man  that  stands  behind  the  counter; 
I  don^t  know  his  name. 

Q.  Probably  one  of  the  clerks  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  any  of  the  officers  of  the  Williamsburgh  City 
Insurance  Company  ?    A.  I  know  them,  because  I  can  name  them. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  any  of  the  officers  of  the  Kings  County  Com- 
pany ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  give  the  names  of  any  of  them  ?  A.  I  know  the  President  of 
it,  ISrlr.  Backhouse. 

Q.  You  are  acquainted  with  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Wiiat  did  you  read  about  this  case  in  the  papers  you  read  ?  Did  you 
read  editorials  or  statements  ?  A.  I  read  some  some  months  ago,  not  much; 
that  that  I  read  I  forget,  because  I  have  no  interest  in  it. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  which  of  the  statements  you  read  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  read  a  letter  to  Dr.  Bacon  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  read  stories 
in  the  papers,  or  history,  or  the  particular  things  that  come  in  the  papers ;  I 
don't  like  it. 

Q.  You  don't  spend. much  time  studying  the  newspapers?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  other  people  talk  about  this  case  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  recollect  any  person  that  talked  with  you  about  it — can  you 
mention  any  person  that  did  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  recollect  what  opinions  they  expressed  ?  A.  No,  sir ;  I  could 
not  recollect. 

Q.  You  don't  know  whether  they  expressed  any  opinion  or  not  ?  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  they  say  about  it  if  they  didn't  express  an  opinion  ?  A.  I 
forget  it,  because  I  didn't  have  any  interest  in  it. 

Q.  Can  you  recollect  the  names  of  one  or  more  persons  who  spoke  to  you 
about  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  say  you  were  married  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  talk  about  it  at  home  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  may  be  at  home  I 
did. 

Q.  Did  any  of  your  family  express  an  opinion  about  it  f  A.  Na  sir,  not 
one. 

Q.  What  kind  of  books  do  you  read ;  will  you  mention  two  or  three  of 
your  favorite  books  ?  A.  I  don't  read  much  books,  except  what  books  I 
pray  in  church  with — a  praying-book. 

Q.  But  not  other  books  ?  A.  No,  sir ;  I  have  done  that  before,  but  not  now. 
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Q.  Don't  you  read  any  German  authors  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Never  read  Schiller  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Nor  Goethe  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  they  are  ?    A.  I  had  books  once  for  sale  and  I  sold 
them,  and  that  is  all. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  Schiller  was  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  Goethe  was  ?     A.  No,  sir;  I  forget  it. 

Q.  Do  you  know  any  of  the  name  of  Heine  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Never  read  any  of  his  books  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Nor  any  of  Lessing's  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach. — It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  a  very  exceptional  manner  of  exam- 
ining a  juror.     It  don't  require  a  literary  man  to  be  a  juror. 

Q.  Your  prayer-book  is  in  Gennan,  is  it  not  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  read  any  English  bonks  ?    A.  Sometimes. 

Q.  Can  you  mention  any  ?    A.  I  didn't  read  them  for  a  long  time;  I  did 
before — five  or  six  or  ten  years  ago. 

Q.  You  have  not  read  any  English  books  for  about  ten  years     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  English  newspapers  have  you  read  ?     A.  I  have  looked  in  Frank 
Leslie- s  News. 

Q.  How  often  do  you  read  that  ?  A.  I  see  only  the  pictures  in  it,  and  read 
a  little  bit  of  it. 

Q.  You  look  at  the  pictures,  but  don't  read  it  ?  A.  1  read  it  a  little,  but 
not  much ;  I  am  not  a  reader. 

Jfr.  Emrti. — This  gentleman  seems  to  be  qualified,  so  far  as  indifference 
j^oes,  but  your  Honor  is  aware,  and  our  learned  friends  are  aware,  that  this 
case  is  not  of  the  ordinary  run  of  cases,  and  it  is  quite  important  that  every 
iuryman  should  have  a  pretty  complete  familiarity  with  our  language,  for  a 
^eat  deal  of  criticism  will  be  used  upon  the  meaning  of  words,  first  as  to 
their  import  and  their  just  construction.  It  does  not  strike  us,  and  I  presume 
Mr.  Winseckel  will  agree  with  us,  that  he  has  tluit  'familiarity  mth  the 
language  that  a  proper  trial  of  the  case  should  require.  That  is  my  view. 
What  do  you  say  to  that,  Mr.  Win.seckel;  is  that  your  opinion  ? 

The  Juror. — I  am  satisfied. 

Mr,  Beach. — What  is  your  view — that  you  don't  want  to  sit — is  that  it  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  understand  the  English  language  perfectly  when  it  is  spoken  to 
you  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  can  speak  it  fluently  ?     A.  If  I  hear  it. 

Q.  And  if  you  hear  a  skillful  counsel  make  a  criticism  on  a  letter,  you 
would  be  able  to  understand  it  ?    A.  Yes.  sir. 

Q.  Even  if  it  should  be  my  learned  friend  on  the  other  side  who  speaks 
with  so  much  clearness  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Etarts. — He  ought  to  be  able  to  understand  counsel  on  both  sides. 

Mr,  Beach, — Very  good.  That  should  not  be  a  cause  of  objection,  though, 
on  the  part  of  my  learned  friend. 

Mr.  EvarU. — I  don't  know  about  that.  However,  if  your  Honor  please, 
the  case  is,  as  we  know,  a  peculiar  one.     There  will  be  a  great  deal  of  dis 
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cussion  about  the  reading  of  letters,  and  there  is  an  immense  quantity  of 
writing  to  be  read ;  and  this  gentleman  says  to  us  frankly  that  he  don't  read 
English  books;  that  what  books  he  reads  are  German,  and  he  is  is  that  line. 
He  has  a  pretty  good  knowledge  of  our  language  for  the  purpose  of  our  busi- 
ness and  for  this  interWew  we  are  holding  with  him;  he  speaks  with  intelli- 
gence and  clearness  and  correctness,  and  apparently  understands  readily; 
but,  although  that  is  the  question  we  really  want  disposed  of,  I  ask  whether 
we  should  not  better  have  jurymen  who  are  wholly  familar  with  our 
language. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  there  is  a  good  deal  in  that  suggestion,  although 
this  gentleman  is,  on  the  legal  question,  competent — fairly  so —yet  it  is  a 
thing  to  be  considered  by  counsel  whether  he  has  a  8ufl5cient  familiarity  with 
our  language  to  make  a  desirable  juryman. 

Mr,  Beach. — He  has  testified  to  that  familiarity  on  the  stand,  and  has 
sworn  to  it ;  he  has  testified  he  could  understand  criticisms. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  is  an  appeal  to  the  judgment  of  the  counsel  rather 
than  the  court.  I  hardly  think  I  would  be  justified  iu  letting  him  stand 
aside. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  think  I  must  take  the  risk  of  being  so  stupid  that  he  could 
not  understand  mc.  I  insist  it  is  a  new  qualification  to  be  indulged,  and  if 
we  must  select  gentlemen,  and  gentlemen  only,  who  have  high  literary 
excellence,  and  not  be  governed  by  the  ordinary  qualifications  belonging  to  a 
juryman,  we  will  have  some  diflSculty  in  selecting  proper  men. 

Mr.  Evarts.^U  my  learned  friend  thinks  the  jurj'man's  statements  here 
exhibit  his  knowledge  of  the  language  adequately,  perhaps  I  ought  to  pursue 
the  inquiry  in  that  direction.  [To  the  juror.]  Now,  your  knowledge  of  our 
language  has  been  gained  in  ordinary  life,  and  for  the  purposes  of  business, 
has  it  not  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q,  And  you  have  no  knowledge  of  English  literature  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  read  an  English  author  ?    A.  Oh  !  yes,  sir,  I  do. 

Q.  What  ?    A.  I  read  some  English  books  before  I  came  to  this  country. 

Q.  That  was  to  learn  English,  was  it  not  ?    A.  Of  course. 

Q.  And  now  of  late,  during  the  last  ten  years,  have  you  had  any  habit  of 
reading  English  literature— works  of  English  writers  ?  A.  Yes,  sir, 
that  is  so. 

Q.  What  works  were  they  ?  A.  Some  of  them  in  the  fire  insurance 
office,  and  I  got  some  papers  from  lawyers. 

Q.  That  we  don't  call  literature.     What  do  you  consider  literature  to  be  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — I  object  to  that  question  as  incompetent. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  it  is  proper. 

Mr.  Bea4:h. — I  except,  if  your  Honor  please. 

Q.  What  is  literature  ?     A.  I  thought  you  meant  a  letter. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  ?    A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  the  English  word  **  condone"  means?  A.  Yes, 
sir;  it  is  a  part  of  a  country — condone — county;  you  could  not  expect  that  I 
am  a  lawyer  over  here. 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  don't  see,  if  your  Honor  please,  that  the  counsel,  and  what 
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is  more,  that  the  witnesses,  who  hare  occasion  to  speak  in  language  and  con- 
cerning language  that  is  not  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  alSairs,  could 
feel  that  they  would  be  thoroughly  understood  by  this  juror. 

Mr.  Bertch, — If  it  is  to  be  accepted  as  a  test  that  a  gentleman  called  as  a 
juror  can  not  give  the  significance  of  any  particular  word  which  may  be  sub- 
mitted to  him,  there  are  few  jurors  in  this  audience  who  will  be  available.  I 
don^t  think  it  would  be  difficult,  by  a  question  of  that  character,  to  embairass 
anyone,  for  almost  any  |)erson  in  this  assembly  might  perhaps  be  embarrassed 
somewhat  in  regard  to  the  signification  he  could  give  to  the  word.  I 
am  quite  sure  that  I  might  be;  I  don't  know  whether  my  learned  friend 
would. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  embarrassment  grows  out  of  the  circumstance  that 
this  gentleman  is  a  German;  and  although  evidently  a  very  fair  and  sound 
man,  he  is  one  who  has  not  had  occasion  to  consider  our  laugupge  to  any 
great  extent,  and  is  not  acquainted  with  the  meaning  of  words,  perhaps,  to 
any  great  extent,  nor  as  to  the  terms  and  documents  which  might  be  in  dis- 
pute, and  I  think  it  might  be  more  satisfactory  to  both  parties  if  we  should 
exclude  him.  He  is  not  legally  exempt;  in  a  legal  sen^c  he  is  qualified, 
unless  it  arises  from  a  want  of  acquaintance  with  the  language,  and  there  is 
something  in  that. 

Mr,  Beae?^, — I  submit  there  is  not.  I  don't  suppose  we  are  to  use  language 
either  in  the  bar  or  on  the  bench  that  the  ordinary  intelligence  of  the  com- 
munity can  not  understand. 

Jui>GE  Neilson. — No,  we  can  inform  the  ordinary  understanding. 

Mr.  Beach — I  suppose  so,  and  I  suppose  there  is  no  difficulty  in  making 
this  gentleman  understand  any  idea  or  criticism  which  counsel  or  court  may 
choose  to  present,  and  if  a  high  and  exalted  standard  of  literary  qualifications 
is  to  be  established  as  the  t«st  of  competency  of  jurymen  in  this  or  any  other 
case,  it  is  a  new  rule. 

Jfr.  EvarU. — When  we  start  with  the  proposition  that  the  juryman  called 
does  not  find  the  language  in  which  our  proceedings  take  place,  and  in  which 
this  evidence  is  given  (it  is  not  our  language  we  give  to  the  juryman,  but  we 
find  it  as  it  is  now  expressed),  when  he  does  not  find  that  language  his  native 
tongue,  then  it  is  not  introducing  a  standard  of  any  great  literary  attainment. 
The  question  is  whether  his  proficiency  in  our  language  acquired  has  made 
him  conversant  with  the  whole  range  of  the  language  so  as  easily  to  under- 
stand it.  It  is  a  grave  matter,  and  of  course  it  is  not  a  question  of  partisan- 
ship; it  is  a  question  to  be  determined  upon  the  qualification  of  jurors  as 
fixed  by  the  statute.  I  thought  the  question  I  asked  resulted  in  a  statement 
of  the  witness  that  he  didn't  understand. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  asked  if  he  understood  a  single  word  ? 

Mr.  EharU. — I  asked  him  if  he  understood  the  word  **  literature,"  and  he 
didn't  give  us  any  definition  of  it.  I  asked  him  if  he  knew  what  ^^  condone  " 
meant,  and  bis  answer  showed  he  didn't  understand  the  word  for  he  said 
it  was  **  county,  part  of  a  State."  That  is  the  test  that  is  applied  to 
bim;  I  do  not  wish  to  make  any  refiection  on  him  which  I  do  not  feel.  Cer- 
tainly I  would  make  a  very  poor  figure  sitting  on  a  jury  in  Germany,  even  if 
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I  had  been  there  ten  years.  It  is  within  the  question  of  his  qualification  to 
determine  in  respect  to  his  knowledge  of  the  language  we  use. 

Judge  Neilson.  —  I  think  there  is  a  question  about  that,  and  a  serious 
question,  and  I  think  we  should  do  ourselves  justice  best  by  having  this 
witness  excused,  although  it  is  not  easy  really  to  see  the  legal  ground  upon 
which  I  do  it.  I  do  it  with  great  reluctance.  [To  the  proposed  juror.]  You 
are  excused.  • 

Mr.  Beach. — Your  Honor  finds  the  challenge  true,  and  we  except. 

JxTDOE  Neilbon. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach. — If  your  Honor  please,  before  proceeding  with  the  further  call 
of  this  panel,  I  desire  to  say  that  since  the  acceptance  of  the  juryman,  Louis 
H.  Robinpon,  we  have  received  information,  in  contrRdiction  of  his  declara- 
tion upon  the  stand,  that  he  has  expressed  a  decided  opinion  upon  the  case. 

Judge  Neilsok. — I  shall  receive  the  evidence  when  you  are  prepared  to 
offer  it. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Your  Honor  will  see  that  the  situation  is  not  exactly  suitable 
to  that  proposition.  Mr.  Robinson  was  examined  and  his  examination  was 
closed.  It  is  like  an  impeachment  of  Mr.  Robinson.  There  is  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  hear  and  impeach  Mr.  Robinson,  that  I  know  of. 

Judge  Neilbon. — It  is  a  question  of  legal  right.  If  I  have  the  legal 
right  to  hear  it,  I  will  do  so. 

Mr.  Beach. — To  put  it  in  shape,  I  now  ask  permission  of  your  Honor  to 
renew  the  challenge  to  Mr.  Robinson. 

Judge  Neilson — On  the  ground  stated  ? 

Mr.  Beach.  -Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Etarts. — We  object  to  a  re-trial  of  this  question,  once  disposed  of. 
There  is  no  power  to  re-try  it.  We  were  obliged  to  ask  that  the  trial  itself 
should  not  be  concluded  on  Mr.  Mackev,  for  that  reason. 

Judge  Neilson. — In  the  case  of  Mr.  Mackcy,  you  had,  as  was  supposed, 
some  reason  for  further  considering  the  question.  In  this  case,  it  does  not 
appear  the  counsel  had  any  reason,  or  supposed  they  had  any  reason,  to  con 
tinue  the  question;  and  if  the  question  arises  properly  at  all,  it  aris^es  as  to  a 
question  of  fraud.  The  witness  has  stated  that  he  declared  no  opinion.  li 
he  has  declared  an  opinion,  I  ought  to  have  the  power  to  permit  the  exami- 
nation. 

Mr.  Beach. — It  has  been  several  times  urged,  on  the  part  of  one  of  my 
learned  adversaries,  upon  a  false  theory  and  an  erroneous  understanding  of 
the  facts,  that  the  counsel  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiflf  were  not  cntireh 
harmonious  and  accordant.  I  have  corrected  that  impression  several  times; 
but  I  beg  leave  now  to  return  the  regret  so  repeatedly  stated  and  feelingly 
expressed  by  my  learned  friend.  In  the  case  of  Mr.  Mackey,  it  was  asserted 
by  one  of  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  that  it  was  competert  at  any  time 
before  the  juror  was  sworn  in  the  case,  if  new  revelations  in  regard  to  hia 
qualifications  came  to  the  knowledge  of  counsel,  to  renew  the  challenge. 
That  being  so,  the  objection  now  made  by  Mr.  Evarts  certaiiJy  is  not  well 
founded. 
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Mr,  mU. — That  was  before  the  examination  of  the  jaror  was  concladed. 

Mr,  Beach, — ^If  it  be  necessary,  I  can  very  readily  produce  authorities  to 
show  that  even  after  the  examination  of  the  juror  is  concluded,  evidence  may 
be  introduced. 

Mr,  Hill. — ^I  suppose  the  learned  counsel  refers  to  some  remarks  I  addressed 
to  the  court  on  the  examination  of  Mr.  Mackey.  So  far  as  my  recollection 
goes,  and  I  think  my  recollection  is  correct  about  that,  I  claimed  it  was  a 
mutter  of  discretion  in  the  court  to  hold  the  issue  open — nothing  more. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  hope  the  gentleman  will  read  the  report  of  what  he  said, 
when  it  comes  out. 

Judge  Neilbon. — You  may  produce  your  evidence,  Mr.  Beach. 

Mr.  Ecarts, — Has  your  Honor  the  statement  that  the  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiff renews  his  challenge  to  Mr.  Robinson,  and  that  we  object  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes ;  on  the  ground  stated,  that  new  matter  has  come 
to  his  knowledge. 

Mr,  Etarts. — We  take  exception  to  the  re-opening  of  the  question  as  to  his 
competency. 

James  W.  Flinn  was  called  by  Mr.  Beach  as  a  witness  on  the  trial  of  the 
challenge  of  Mr.  Robinson^  and  sworn. 

Mr.  HiU. — We  think  that  Mr.  Robinson,  being  the  first  witness  called 
upon  this  subject,  his  attention  has  not  been  called  to  any  expression  of 
opinion  made  to  this  gentleman. 

Mr,  Morris. — He  said  that  he  had  expressed  no  opinion  to  any  one. 

Mr.  mU. — Is  it  not  proper  that  Mr.  Robinson  should  be  examined  first. 

Judge  Keilsox. — I  don't  think  that  the  technical  rule  strictly  applies 
here. 

The  defendant's  counsel  took  exception. 

Mr,  Beach. — Do  you  reside  in  this  city  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  lived  here  ?    A.  Twenty  years. 

Q.  What  is  your  occupation  ?    A.  I  am  a  cooper. 

Q.  Do  you   know  this  gentleman,  Mr.  Louis  H.  Robinson  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  understand  what  this  suit  is  about  between  Tilton  and  Beecher  f 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  kept  pace  with  the  publications  that  have  appeared  in  regard 
to  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  or  not  at  any  time  Mr.  Robinson  has  expressed 
an  opinion  in  regard  to  the  merits  of  this  case  ? 

ifr.  Hill. — We  now  object  on  the  ground  that  I  named  at  the  time  that  the 
witness  was  sworn — that  Mr.  Robinson  ought  to  be  first  interrogated  on  this 
subject.* 

JuDOB  Nbilson. — I  decline  to  apply  that  technical  rule  to  this  case. 

Mr,  EvarU. — We  except. 

Mr,  Beach, — State  whether,  in  your  presence,  at  any  time,  Mr.  Robinson 
expressed  any  opinion  on  the  merits  of  this  controversy  ?    A.  Yes,  sir,  he  has. 

Q.  When  was  it  ?    A.  I  think  it  was  in  the  month  of  September  last.  ' 

*  For  the  ground  of  this  rule,  usually  applied  to  witnesses  see  Tfie  Queen*s 
Case,  2  Bn>derip  &  B.,  284, 300. 
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Q.  Where  ?  A.  At  the  office  of  Mr.  Francis  Swift,  real  estate  agent,  No. 
520  DeEalb-avenne. 

Q.  Was  there  a  discussion  there  on  the  subject  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  the  character  of  that  opinion  expressed  by  Mr.  Robinson  ? 
A.  Mr.  Robinson  was  very  emphatic  in  expressing  his  opinion  as  to  the 
guilt  or  innocence  of  either  of  the  parties  in  this  case. 

Q.  Who  were  present,  if  any  one  ?  A.  Mr.  Francis  Swift  was  present ;  Mr. 
Joseph  F.  Ellory,  and  a  gentleman  named  Decker,  and  myself,  were  present 
at  the  time. 

Mr,  Evarts. — What  is  your  business  ?    A.  Cooper. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  lived  in  Brooklyn  ?    A.  About  20  or  21  years. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  known  Mr.  Robinson  ?  A.  Personally  about  eight 
years;  ^even  or  eight  years. 

Q.  Well  acquainted  with  him  ?    A,  Not  intimately. 

Q.  How  often  did  you  see  him  or  meet  him  ?  A.  Very  often ;  I  am  not 
intimate  with  the  gentleman  at  all ;  I  have  conversed  with  him ;  he  has  been 
at  my  house  on  business  matters  the  first  time  I  became  personally  acquainted 
with  him. 

Q.  How  long  did  this  (!onversation  occupy  ?  A.  Probably  half  an  hour 
or  three-quarters  of  an  hour. 

Q.  What  was  the  occasion  that  brought  you  all  together  there ;  had  you 
any  business  together  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  stopped  there  on  waygoing  to  my  busi- 
ness in  the  morning. 

Q.  What  place  was  it  ?    A.  A  real  estate  office. 

Q.  Have  you  had  some  business  there  ?  A.  I  stopped  in  there,  as  I  often 
do,  on  no  particular  business. 

Q.  In  reference  to  real  estate  ?    Was  it  Mr.  Robin son^s  office  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Whose  office  was  it  ?    A.  Mr.  Francis  Swift's. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Robinson  there  when  you  came  there  ?    A.  I  think  he  was. 

Q.  And  did  he  go  out  before  you  did  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  left  him  there  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  were  you  there  half  an  hour  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  do  any  business  there  of  any  kind  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Was  the  entire  talk  about  this  Tilton-Beecher  suit  ?  A.  I  think  it  was 
the  subject  of  conversation  during  the  entire  time  I  was  there. 

Q.  So  that  there  was  no  one  there  who  had  anything  to  do  except  to  talk 
of  this  for  half  an  hour  ?    A.  At  that  time,  no,  sir. 

Q.  No  excitement  in  the  real  estate  market  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  say  that  he  expressed  an  opinion  on  the  merits.  Did  all  of  you 
express  an  opinion  on  the  merits?  A.  Yes,  sir;  there  was  a  diversity  of 
opinion,  of  course. 

Q.  1  do  not  ask  you  that.  I  asked  if  each  of  you  expressed  opinions  on 
the  merits  of  this  case?  A.  Yes;  I  think  they  all  did;  I  don't  know  but 
that  there  was  probably  one  or  two  of  the  company  that  did  not  have  any- 
thing to  say  while  I  was  there. 

Q.  How  many  did  the  company  consist  of?    A.  Five  I  am  positive  of. 

Q.  And  three  out  of  the  five  you  think  did  ?    A,  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  Who  was  the  third  one  ?    A.  I  think  Mr.  Decker  and  Mr.  Ellory. 

Q.  They  could  not  both  be  third  ?  A.  Myself  and  Mr.  Robinson  and 
Mr.  Decker  and  Mr.  Ellory. 

Q.  That  makes  four  ?    A.  Two  did  not  converse. 

Q.  Did  you  express  an  opinion  ?    A.  I  think  I  did. 

Q.  And  did  you  part  with  the  same  dilterenc(%  of  opinion  that  you  had 
when  you  began  ^  A.  I  can  not  say  anything  about  what  Mr.  Robinson's 
opinion  was — whether  he  had  changed  it  all  or  not. 

Q.  You  had  not  charged  yours?  A.  No,  sir;  not  different  from  what  it 
was  during  the  time. 

Q.  You  had  not  changed  and  the  others  had  not  changed  ?  A.  Not  that 
I  know  of. 

Q.  "Why  do  you  remember  that  this  was  in  September  ?  A.  That  is  the 
nearest  that  I  can  date  the  circumstance;  it  was  shortly  after  the  statement 
that  appeared  of  Mr.  Tilton's  in  reply  to  the  Committee. 

Q.  What  is  called  his  last  statement?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  can  not  fix  the 
exact  date,  of  course. 

Q.  And  was  that  reply  of  Mr.  Tilton  the  priocipal  subject  ?  A.  The  sub- 
ject of  conversation  originated  on  that. 

Q.  Do  you  think  every  one  there  expressed  fixed  opinions;  did  every  one 
that  spoke  express  fixed  or  definite  opinions,  or  was  it  general  conversation? 
A.  No,  sir;  none  so  emphatic  as  Mr.  Robinson. 

Q.  Why  do  you  say  it  was  on  the  merits;  what  do  you  mean  by  the  merits  ? 
A.  The  merits  of  the  statements  which  had  been  made  and  of  the  case  at 
issue. 

Q.  It  was  concerning  it.  But  was  it  not  an  opinion  concerning  the  charac- 
ter of  one  or  the  other  of  these  men  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Not  an  opinion  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  charges  ?  A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  It  was  in  regard  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  charges  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  mean  you  are  sure  of  that  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  first  hear  of  being  a  witness  on  this  subject  ?  A.  Not 
oniil  this  afternoon. 

Q.  Was  it  from  anything  you  had  said  or  done?  A.  I  believe  it  was — 
K>u)e  remark  that  I  had  made  in  relation  to  an  inquiry  respecting  a  challenge 
of  one  of  the  jurymen  that  had  been  sworn,  and  the  conversation  which  tran- 
spired upon  that,  and  then  I  was  requested  to  be  present. 

Q.  Who  introduced  the  subject  to  you  of  being  a  witness  here  ?  A.  The 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff. 

Q.  Without  your  informing  anybody?  A.  No,  sir;  I  made  a  statement: 
I  happened  to  refer  to  the  subject. 

Q.  Did  you  make  that  statement  to  one  of  the  counsel  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  in 
going  out  and  inquiring  the  cause  of  one  of  the  jurors  being  requested  to 
withdraw. 

Q.  You  went  to  the  counsel  and  made  your  statement  ?  A.  In  the  corn* 
dor,  going  out. 

Q.  Are  you  one  of  the  panel  here  ?    A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  Then  yoa  are  here  as  a  witness  in  consequence  of  the  statement  yon 
have  made  ?    A.  Yea,  sir. 

Mr,  Morrh, — ^We  have  sent  for  other  witnesses,  who  have  not  yet  come. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  can  hold  this  matter  in  suspense,  and  we  will  ex- 
amine other  jurors. 

Mr,  Hill. — How  much  time  shall  they  have  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — A  short  time.  We  will  probably  get  the  jury  entire 
to-night,  from  present  appearances.* 

Joseph  F.  BuRHnx  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal  cause^ 

Mr.  Beach. — ^What  is  your  occupation  ?    A.  Real  estate  and  insurance. 

Q.  What  is  your  age  ?    A.  Twenty-six  years. 

Q.  Are  you  married  ?  t    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  keep  house  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  formed  any  opinion  from  what  you  have  heard  and  read  con- 
cerning this  case  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  that  a  deliberate  opinion,  formed  upon  what  you  have  read  f  A. 
I  can  not  say  that  it  is. 

Q.  I  would  like  to  get  some  idea  as  to  the  strength  or  tenacity  of  your 
opinifm  ?    A.  The  opinion  I  have  is  not  a  settled  conviction. 

Q.  Have  you  read  attentively  the  various  publications  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  To  what  extent  have  you  read  them  f  A.  I  glanced  over  the  headings 
casually ;  that  is  all. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  much  discussion  on  the  subject  ?  A.  Considerable — 
yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  which  a  variety  of  opinions  have  been  expressed  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  think  that  the  impression  you  have  received  upon  the  subject 
might  perhaps  influence  your  reception  of  the  evidence,  if  you  were  a  juror  f 
A.  No;  I  do  not  think  it  would. 

Q.  Do  you  think  you  could  receive  and  consider  the  evidence  with  as 
much  impartiality  as  if  you  had  not  formed  any  impression  upon  the  subject  f 
A.  I  do. 

Q.  How  would  you  divest  your  mind  of  this  impression  ?  A.  The  impres- 
sions I  have  are  neither  pro  nor  eon,  at  present. 

Q.  They  are,  as  I  underjtand  you,  impressions  in  regard  to  the  truth  or 
falsity  of  these  charges  against  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  Yes  ;  they  were  at  the 
time. 

Q.  How  have  they  been  removed  ?  A.  By  reading  the  dififerent  sides  of 
the  story — the  different  papers. 

Q.  But  when  you  came  to  the  end  of  your  reading  you  state  you  had  an 
impression  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  that  impression  still  ?    A.  I  have  an  impression ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  the  same  impres^on  which  you  formed  f    A.  It  was  different 

*  For  further  testimony  as  to  Robinson,  see  p.  205,  po9t, 
f  If  divorced,  or  living  in  separation,  the  juryman  might  not  be  a  desirable 
one  ;  but  a  direct  question  on  that  point  might  perhaps  be  resisted  with  effect  as 
tending  to  his  "  dinhonor,  discredib,  disgrace  or  disadvantage."    3  Blaeksione's 
Om.,  d63.     But  see  PeopU  o.  ChrUtU  (2  Abb.  Pr.  256). 
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between  tbe  time  that  this  case  commenced  and  the  present  time — yarious 
impressions. 

Q.  But  there  was  one  last  impression,  which  exists  now  ?  A.  I  can  not 
say  that. 

Q.  You  did  say  so  a  moment  ago  ?  A.  That  is  not  what  I  intended  to 
convey. 

Q.  What  did  you  intend  to  convey  ?  A.  I  meant  to  convey  the  idea  that 
I  read  an  article  in  a  paper,  and  it  leaves  a  certain  impression  on  my  mind — 
not  a  settled  impression. 

Q.  I  do  not  talk  of  settled  impressions;  do  you  say  that  you  have  no 
impres.<ion  at  this  time  ?    A.  I  say  I  have  no  settled  impression. 

Q.  I  do  not  ask  you  about  the  force  of  your  impression  ?  A.  Yes,  I  had 
an  impression. 

Q.  That  is,  an  impression  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  these  charges  ? 
A.  No. 

Q.  It  is  not  an  impression  as  to  whether  Mr.  Beecher  was  guilty  or  not  f 
A.  If  you  should  ask  me  that  question,  I  should  say  I  could  not  tell  you. 

Q.  You  could  not  tell  me  what  the  impression  on  your  mind  is  ?  A.  If 
you  should  ask  me  whether  I  consider  Mr.  Beecher  guilty  or  not,  I  could 
not  say. 

Q.  I  ask  you  if  the  impression,  that  you  say  you  received,  was  regarding 
the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  form  that  last  opinion  ?     A.  I  can  not  tell  you  that. 

Q.  Do  you  say  that  in  the  course  of  your  reading  and  reflection  upon  this 
subject  your  impression  with  regard  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr. 
Beecher  has  changed  ?  A.  Well,  sir,  as  I  stated  before,  I  never  had  any 
settled  impresnion. 

Q.  You  will  be  guod  enough  to  answer  my  question  ?  A.  Yes,  sir,  if  I 
can  understand  it. 

Q  There  is  little  difficulty  in  understanding  it;  I  ask  you  if  you  mean  to 
say  that  your  impression  in  regard  to  the  question  of  Mr.  Beechcr's  guilt  or 
iunocencc  of  the  charges  imputed  to  Jiim  has  at  any  period  of  your  considera- 
tion of  this  subject  changed  ?    A.  Yes,  sir,  it  has. 

Q.  When  did  that  change  take  place  ?  A.  It  has  taken  place  probably 
half  a  dozen  times  since  the  thing  commenced. 

Q.  When  did  you  finally  settle  upon  the  impression  that  you  say  you  have 
now  ?    A.  I  say  I  am  not  settled  at  all  at  present. 

Q.  You  say  that  you  have  got  an  impression  now  ?    A.  Certainly. 

Q.  I  ask  you  when  that  impression  was  impressed  upon  your  mind?  A. 
I  can  not  answer  you  that;  I  do  not  know  exactly  what  time. 

Q.  You  say  that  impression  is  as  to  the  merits,  if  I  may  so  express  myself, 
of  this  question  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  are  you  able  to  determine  what  effect  that  impression  would  have 
upon  your  action  as  a  juryman,  or  upon  your  reception  of  the  evidence  ?  A. 
I  thought  the  matter  over  myself ;  I  thought  it  over,  and  asked  myself  that 
question — whether  I  was  perfectly  unbiased  and  unprejudiced  in  the  matter. 

Q.  Do  you  think  that  a  perM)u  who  has  an  impression  as  to  the  guilt  or 
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innocence  of  another  is  unbiased  ?  A.  I  think  I  could  relieve  myself  of  the 
impression. 

Q.  It  would  require  some  considerable  effort  ?  A.  It  would  if  it  were  a 
strong  impression. 

Q.  Would  it  not  any  way,  if  you  have  an  impression  as  to  the  guilt  or 
innocence  of  the  party  ?  A.  If  the  impression  was  very  strong,  I  suppose  it 
would. 

Q.  How  are  you  to  determine  as  to  the  strength  or  mildness  of  the  impres- 
sion upon  your  future  opinions  and  actions  ?  A.  Upon  my  own  candid  opin- 
ion ;  I  asked  myself  and  answered  it. 

Q.  If  you  took  your  seat  in  the  jury-box,  you  would  take  your  seat  with 
an  impression  that  was  final,  of  his  guilt  or  innocence  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I 
would. 

Q.  You  say  you  have  an  impression  in  regard  to  his  guilt  or  innocence  ? 
A.  I  say  I  have  not  a  settled  impression. 

Q.  I  don't  ask  as  to  a  settled  impression.  You  hav€  an  impression  f  A. 
Not  at  the  present  time. 

Q.  You  have  said  to  me  that  you  had  an  impression  now  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  Mr.  Beech er's  guilt  or  innocence.  Is  that  true  ?  A.  It  is  not  true 
exactly.     As  I  said  before 

Q.  Will  you  please  to  answer  my  question  ?  A.  You  can  consider  it  in 
different  ways. 

Mr.  Tracy. — We  object  to  this  style  of  examination.  The  court  and  every 
one  knows  what  the  juryman  has  said.  It  is  hardly  proper  for  counsel  to 
repeat  what  he  has  said,  and  then  go  on  and  ask  him  to  reason  upon  it. 

Mr,  Bench. — I  don't  ask  him  to  reason.  I  said  that  he  had  made  a  certain 
statement,  and  I  asked  him  if  that  was  true. 

Q.  I  have  understood  you  to  say  to  me  two  or  three  times  that  you  had  an 
impression  upon  the  subject,  and  that  impression  related  to  the  guilt  or  inno- 
cence of  Mr.  Beecher.  I  ask  you  now  if  that  is  correct  ?  A.  Yes,  sir,  I  have 
an  impression. 

Q.  Is  that  an  impression  in  regard  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr. 
Beecher  ?  A.  Do  you  mean  whether  it  is  an  impression  for  or  against  Mr. 
Beecher  ?    Is  that  the  idea  ? 

Q.  Is  it  an  impression  as  to  whether  the  charge  made  against  Mr. 
Beecher  is  or  is  not  true  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  I  have  an  impression  that  way. 

Q.  Then  you  would  take  your  seat  as  a  juryman,  if  sworn,  with  that 
impression?    A.  Yes,  sir;  but  with  a  full  knowledge  that  I  can  do  justice, 

Q.  That  impression  has  been  formed  by  the  intelligence  which  you  have 
received,  either  from  reading  the  newspaper  statements  or  hearing  the  dis • 
cussious  of  others,  by  the  exercise  of  your  intelligence  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  are  able  to  divest  yourself  of  that  impression  without  receiv- 
ing any  further  evidence  upon  the  subject  f  A.  I  have  not  settled  in  my 
mind  one  way  or  the  other. 

Q.  Please  to  answer  my  question.  You  stated  that  you  have  an  impression 
on  a  given  subject,  formed  by  the  exercise  of  your  intelligence,  from  evidence 
that  you  have  received.     Now  I  ask  you  if  you  are  able  to  divest  your  mind 
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entirely  of  that  impression,  without  receiving  some  further  evidence  ?    A. 
Yes,  sir,  I  think  I  should  be. 

Q.  You  think  you  can  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  is,  having  formed  an  intelligent  impression  from  evidence,  you 
think,  without  any  further  consideration,  that  you  can  drive  it  entirely  from 
your  mind  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  So  that  that  impression  would  not  exist  at  all  in  your  recollection  ?  A. 
Oh,  yes;  probably  the  impression  would  exist. 

Q.  How  would  you  drive  it  from  your  mind  ?  A.  I  might  think  dif^e^ 
ently. 

Q.  Oh,  you  might  think  differently!  but  would  you  think  differently 
without  receiving  some  further  evidence  ?    A.  From  the  present,  do  you  mean  f 

Q.  Yes,  having  formed  an  intelligent  impression  in   regard  to  a  given 
subject,  would  you  think  differently  from  that,  without  further  considera 
tion  ?    A.  I  might. 

Mr.  Shearman. — We  object.  The  word  ** impression"  is  not  defined  by 
the  law;  and  the  gentleman  knows  that  the  distinction  runs  along  in  the 
mind  of  the  jurors  l>€tween  an  impression  and  an  opinion ;  and  a  line  of  ex- 
amination has  been  taken  to  show  that  jurors  might  have  an  impression  with- 
out forming  an  opinion.  Now,  this  juror,  who  seems  remarkably  intelligent 
and  honest,  states  that  he  has  some  impression.  I  have  not  the  slightest 
knowledge  of  what  that  impression  is.  It  is  probably  an  impression  such  as 
any  intelligent  man  would  derive.  This  juryman  says  that  he  has  had  half  a 
dozen  impressions.  He  appears  to  be  in  that  state  of  mind  which  the  gentle- 
man on  other  occasions  has  manifested  a  desire  to  obtain  in  jurors.  The 
juryman  has  heard  and  seen  so  much  contradiction  on  one  side  or  the  other, 
that  he  now  comes  to  a  state  of  mind  in  which  he  has  lost  any  impression 
save  a  vague  and  indistinct  one.  and  may  be  said  really  to  have  no  opinion 
at  all.  We  have  not  objected  to  the  length  of  the  examination.  But  now 
we  object  to  its  continuance  after  the  witness  has  fully  answered  the  ques- 
tions. 

Judge  Neilbok. — I  think  the  counsel  may  continue  the  examination. 

3fr.  Beath. — I  think  my  last  interrogatory  to  you  was  whether,  having,  as 
you  say,  an  impression  in  regard  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher, 
you  think  you  could,  without  further  evidence  or  consideration,  divest  your  . 
mind  entirely  of  that  impression  ?    A.  I  think  I  could. 

Q.  Erase  it  entirely  from  your  mind  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  So  that  it  would  not  exist  there  at  all  ?    A.  Yes,  sir,  I  think  so. 

Q.  How  would  you  do  it — forget  it  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  I  have  in  other  cases, 
and  I  have  no  doubt  I  could  in  this. 

Q.  You  have  no  doubt  you  could,  by  the  exercise  of  your  will,  forget  the 
impression?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  you  mean  as  your  deliberate  answer  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  make  that  experiment  to  yourself?    A.  No,  sir;  but  I 

have  in  instances  where  I  have  tried  to  call  up  events  past,  and  found  that 

they  had  slipped  my  mind  altogether. 

Q.  But  the  question  was,  Mr.  Burrill,   whether,  by  an  exercise  of  your 
I.— U 
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mind — your  will — you  could  forget  an  impression  which  you  now  entertain  ? 
A.  No,  sir;  I  did  not  understand  you  in  that  way ;  I  could  not;  no. 

Q.  Wei',  you  answered  in  that  way?  A.  Well,  excuse  me;  that  waan^t 
what  I  intended,  because  I  could  not,  by  exercising  my  will,  forget  anything; 
it  would  be  apt  to  more  firmly  impress  it  on  my  mind. 

Q.  That  was  my  idea;  now,  having  that  impression  upon  your  mind,  if 
you  took  your  seat  as  a  juror  in  this  case,  would  you  not  have  that  impres- 
sion there  ?    A.  I  should  have  the  same  impression  that  I  have  now ;  yes,  sif . 

Q.  And  would  that  impression  be  removed  until  you  had  received  some 
evidence  calculated  to  change  it  ?  A.  It  is  not  an  impression  that  is  one  way 
or  the  other,  at  present. 

Q.  That  is,  you  have  got  an  impression  that  is  not  one  way  or  the  other  ? 
A.  I  have  a  slight  impression ;  but,  as  I  said  before,  it  is  neither  for  nor  against. 

Q.  Didn^t  you  say,  sir,  that  it  was  an  impresmon  in  regard  to  the  guilt  or 
innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  not,  then,  an  impression  either  that  he  is  guilty  or  that  he  Is 
innocent,  one  or  the  other  ?    A.  I  have  not  a  fixed  impression. 

Q.  Have  you  an  impression  to  that  effect  ? 

Mr,  Tracy. — Now,  your  Honor,  I  submit  that  this  examinatir)n  has  pro- 
ceeded far  enough  on  this  line.  I  object  to  the  form  of  the  question.  When 
the  juror  says  that  he  has  no  settled  impression,  that  is  declaring  that  he  has 
no  impression  which  this  court  can  regard  as  a  trial  of  the  competency  of  this 
juror;  and  he  said  it  repeatedly,  and  over  and  over  again,  that  he  has  no  set- 
tled impression,  no  fixed  impression  one  way  or  the  other  on  the  subject  of 
the  guilt  or  innocence  of  this  defendant.  Now,  if  he  has  a  shadowy  impres- 
sion in  regard  to  this  case,  the  question  is  whether  he  has  any  fixed  opinion  or 
a  fixed  impression.  I  submit  that  we  have  spent  half  an  hour  (m  this  exami- 
nation of  a  question  that  we  have  no  right  to  consider  at  all.  The  question 
here  is,  whether  this  juror  has  got  an  opinion,  and  not  an  impression.  It  is  a 
matter  that  does  not  concern  this  court  or  us,  whether  this  juror  has  got  an 
impression  in  this  case  or  not.  The  legal  question  to  be  raised  before  this 
court  as  a  trier  is,  whether  this  juror  has  got  an  opinion.  He  has  said  that  he 
has  got  no  opinion.  When  he  is  pressed  further,  he  says  he  has  no  fixed  or 
settled  impression.  He  says  he  has  read  much  upon  these  ques- 
tions; and  the  different  articles  which  he  has  read  have,  of  course,  impressed 
his  mind  differently  from  time  to  time.  He  could  not  be  human  and  read,  if 
they  didn't.  But  he  says  that  after  reading  all  he  has  read,  he  has  no  settled 
or  fixed  impression  in  the  case.  Now,  the  counsel  is  proceeding  here  by  the 
half  hour  to  speculate  with  this  juror  as  to  what  he  is  able  to  do  mentally, 
and  what  he  is  not  able  to  do  mentally.  This  is  not  a  school  for  instmction 
in  mental  philosophy,  nor  is  this  court,  nor  the  counsel,  acting  as  professors 
in  that  science.  We  are  ascertaining  here,  if  we  can,  a  practical  ques^on, 
and  that  is  whether  this  juror  has  got  an  opinion.  And  I  submit  that  he  has 
declared  over  and  over  again  he  has  none.  And  when  he  says  he  has  got  no 
settled  opinion  and  no  fixed  impression,  we  submit  that  that  is  an  answer  to 
the  question  whether  he  has  got  any  impression  in  this  case  or  any  opinion  in 
this  case. 
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Mr,  Beach, — T  agree,  sir,  that  this  is  not  a  scliool  of  mental  philosophy.  It 
has  rather  seemed  to  be  hitherto  a  school  of  literature  and  language.  My 
learned  friend  announces  with  so  much  confidence  and  emphasis  the  law  upon 
this  subject,  that  1  am  a  little  intimidated  in  the  expression  of  what  I  under- 
stand it  to  be.  With  great  respect,  the  counsel,  I  think,  has  fallen  into  the 
error  which  has  prevailed  before  of  mingling  the  two  classes  of  challenge. 
He  is  entirely  correct  in  his  statement  of  the  law  as  applied  to  a  challenge  for 
principal  cause,  and,  I  submit  to  your  Honor,  entirely  incorrect  in  its  appli- 
cation to  the  challenge  for  the  favor.     It  is  not  the  same,  sir,  except  in  degree. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Oh,  I  say  they  are  not ;  the  challenge  to  the  favor  is  the  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  the  juror  has  got  any  bias. 

Mr.  Bfach. — Certainly:  undoubtedly. 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  other  is  whether  he  has  got  any  opinion. 

Mr.  Beach. — ^Well,  let  us  see  if  we  can  not  settle  this  thing  definitely. 
[Reading.*]  "  Challenges  to  the  polls  for  principal  cause,  should  be  entered 
on  the  record,  so  that  questions  of  law  arising  thereupon,  may  be  reviewed 
by  writ  of  error  or  otherwise,  as  the  case  may  require.  But  the  challenges 
in  this  case  were  for  favor,  and  not  for  principal  cause.  *  The  challenge  to  the 
polls  for  favor,  is  of  the  same  nature  with  the  principal  challenge  propter 
affectum,  but  of  an  inferior  degree.  The  general  rule  of  law  is  that  the  juror 
should  be  indiflerent;  and  if  it  appear  probable  that  he  is  not  so,  this  may 
be  made  the  subject  of  challenge  either  principal  or  to  the  favor,  according 
to  the  degree  of  probability  of  his  being  biased  *  (1  Cow.  439,  note).  Now  the 
causes  of  favor,  as  is  said  by  Lord  Coke,  are  infinite ;  and  where  that  which 
18  alleged  does  not,  in  judgment  of  law,  imply  a  disqualifying  bias,  it  must 
be  left  to  the  conscience  and  discretion  of  the  triers,  upon  hearing  the  evi- 
dence, to  find  the  juror  favorable  or  not  favorable.  The  question  for  the 
triers  is  whether  the  juror  is,  as  he  assuredly  should  be,  altogether  indifferent, 
••nd  if  they  find  he  is  not,  it  is  their  duty  to  reject  him.  If  the  prosecutor  of 
an  indictment  has  been  lately  entertained  at  the  house  of  the  juror,  this  is 
cause  of  challenge  to  the  favor.  That  the  juror  is  a  fellow-servant  with  the  party 
sued  goes  to  the  favor.  Actions  pending  between  the  juror  and  the  party 
challenging,  which  imply  malice,  ill-will,  or  revenge,  as  slander,  assault  and 
battery,  and  the  like,  are  causes  of  principal  challenge,  otherwise  they  are 
but  to  the  favor.  That  a  party  is  tenant  to  the  juror,  goes  to  the  favor;  and 
so  does  the  fact  that  the  juror  is  indebted  to  the  party,"  &c.  An  impression 
that  the  prisoner  is  guilty,  or  a  hypothetical  opinion  adverse  to  him,  though 
not  a  ground  of  principal  challenge,  may  be  given  in  evidence  to  show  bias 
OD  a  challenge  for  favor,  and  it  is  then  for  the  triers  to  determine  whether 
the  juror  is  indifferent  or  not.  Speaking  of  the  charge  of  the  court  to  the 
triers,  which  it  is  not  material  to  submit,  the  opinion  says,  *'  Besides  the  ten- 
dency of  such  a  charge  must  be  to  prejudice  the  prisoner  on  the  question  to 
be  decided  by  the  triers,  for  it  virtually  places  them  in  the  position  of  per- 

♦  The  learned  counsel  here  read  from  People  v.  Bodine  (1  Den..  281,  305),  in 
which  the  followinjr  cases  are  cited:  Ex  parte  Vermilyea  (6  Cow.  555);  The 
Feople  V.  Vermilyea  (7  Id.  108);  iSanie  v.  Matfur  (4  Wend.  239);  Same  v.  Hatliban 
(21  Id.  .>45,  546) ;  1  Chit.  Or.  /.a^r,  5U.  549  4th  Am.  El.;  1  Trials  per  Pais.,  195 
(1  Vent.,  30«;,  (3  Salk.,  81) ;  Th^  Earl  of  Shreir.sbarys  Case  (Bulst.  K.  pt.  1.  p.,  10). 
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Rons  sitting  in  judgment  on  what  had  immediately  before  been  determined 
by  the  court.  It  should  never  be  lost  sight  of  that  triers  are  to  ascertain  the 
real  state  of  the  mind  of  the  juror,  to  determine  whether  he  is  truly  impartial 
and  indifferent  between  the  parties — without  favor  or  bias  to  either,  &c.'* 

But  that  is  explanatory,  sir,  or  confirmatory  of  the  views  which  we  enter- 
tain in  regard  to  the  challenjre  to  the  favor.  Now,  I  am  endeavoring  to  show 
by  this  juror  that  he  has  an  impression  in  regard  to  the  merits  of  this  action, 
one  way  or  the  other,  of  a  character  which  would  be  likely  to  influence  his 
action  as  a  juror,  that  sort  of  impression  which  produces  what  the  law  calls 
a  bias,  a  tendency,  ap  inclinntion  to  the  one  side  or  the  other;  that  sort  of 
impression  which  destroys  the  entire  indifference  with  which  a  juror  should 
take  his  seat  in  the  panel.  And  I  deny  utterly  that  the  doctrine  is  as  set 
forth  by-  my  learned  friend,  and  I  deny  under  the  evidence  we  have  had  in 
this  court-room  that  it  is  impossible  for  intelligent  men  to  have  lived  in  the 
city  of  Brooklyn  without  receiving  that  character  of  impression  which 
would  disqualify  them  to  sit  as  jurors  in  the  case. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Who  have  read  the  statements  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — Why,  sir,  we  have  a  gentleman  of  very  great  intelligence 
and  high  respectability,  I  judije,  now  seated  upon  this  panel,  who  stated  to 
this  court  and  the  counsel  that  he  had  read  the  articles  published  upon  this 
sugect,  and  that  he  yet  was  free  from  any  impression  in  n*gard  to  the  merits 
of  this  action.  It  is  possible  for  men  to  read  contradictory  statements  in 
regard  to  a  subject  with  which  they  are  entirely  unacquainted  without 
receiving  any  impression  in  regard  to  the  truth  of  the  matter  involved,  hold- 
ing their  minds  equally  balanced  and  indifferent  regarding  these  publications 
and  rumors,  as  the  emanations  of  parties  interested,  ex  parte  in  their  char- 
acter, entitled  to  no  efficient  influence  upon  the  judgment  of  intelligent  men. 
And  it  is  not  difficult  to  find  such  jurors,  sir,  although  there  may  be  many 
others  who  from  other  causes,  from  associations,  relations  to  the  one  party  or 
to  the  other,  or  though  other  considerations,  have  read  these  communications 
with  a  different  spirit,  with  the  spirit  of  a  partisan,  with  a  spirit  of  preju- 
dice, and  may  have  formed  such  impressions  or  such  opinions  as  would 
radically  influence  their  action  as  jurymen.  And  how  is  this,  or 
any  other,  man  to  tell,  sir,  when  he  has  received  a  clear  impression  through 
the  intelligent  exercise  of  his  judgment  upon  evidence,  submitted  to 
it,  in  favor  of  the  one  side  or  the  other  side  to  a  controversy — ^how 
is  he  able  to  say  with  what  readiness  he  can  divest  his  mind  of 
that  impression  ?  It  is  sufficient  that  he  has  it,  sir.  The  necessary  effect 
must  be  to  give  a  tendency  and  a  bias  to  his  mind,  and  it  must  influence  his 
judgment.  And  the  idea  that  an  impression  of  that  kind  can  be  divested 
from  the  mind  by  the  mere  exercise  of  will,  or  of  memoi'y,  or  forgetful ness, 
is  an  absurdity.  **In  the  case  of  the  juror  Taylor,  in  Freeman  v.  People 
(4  Den.  34),  evidence  was  given  tending  to  show  that  he  had  decided  im- 
pressions against  the  prisoner,  and  a  pretty  strong  belief  of  his  guilt;  and  in 
the  case  of  Beach  (Ibid.),  the  evidence,  although  less  decisive,  was  of  the 
same  character.'*  Then  the  legal  portions  were  laid  down  by  the  court 
which  have  already  been  stated.     I  will  read  them,  sir,  be^^ause  they  are  but 
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a  re-ezpresslon  of  the  sentiments  presented  by  the  learned  counsel:  *'The 
court  charged  the  triers  in  the  case  of  the  juror  Taylor,  amonp^  other  things, 
that  the  resort  to  the  triers  by  the  prisoner's  counsel  was  in  the  nature  of  an 
appeal  from  the  opinion  of  the  court  on  the  facts,  and  that  a  hypothetical 
opinion  formed  by  the  juror  did  not  disqualify  him."  The  court  say  then: 
*' As  to  the  legal  positions  laid  down  by  the  court,  and  which  have  already 
1>een  stated,  it  seems  to  me  they  can  not  be  maintained.  I  would  not  be  un- 
derstood to  hold  that  a  hypothetical  opinion  necessarily  disqualifies  a  juror. 
It  clearly  does  not.  If  such  was  its  effect,  it  would  upliold  a  challenji:c  for 
principal  cause,  which  it  will  not.  Still,  it  is  some  evidence  of  bias,  and 
upon  which  triers,  in  their  discretion,  may  set  a  juror  aside." 

Now,  sir,  this  gentleman,  perhaps  not  precisely  understanding  the  ques- 
tions which  have  been  from  time  to  time  put  to  him,  has  given  very  discord- 
ant and  conflicting  accounts  of  the  state  of  bis  mind,  of  the  character  of  the 
impression  which  he  has  received.  I  think  I  may  appeal  to  your  Honor's 
recollection  of  what  the  juror  has  said,  without  repeating  upon  that  subject. 
I  am  pursuing  this  examination  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining,  if  I  can,  and 
satisfying  the  court  what  is  the  character  and  the  extent  and  the  force  of 
these  impressions,  and  to  learn  how  it  is  that  this  gentleman  is  able  to  say 
that  with  an  impression  upon  the  question  of  f^uilt  or  innocence,  he  can  yet, 
in  the  jury-box,  exercise  his  judgment  impartially  upon  the  evidence.  It 
may  be  possible,  sir;  I  do  not  deny  it.  I  am  not  a  professor,  as  my  friend 
may  suppose,  of  mental  philosophy,  but  I  am  asking  some  very  plain,  and,  I 
think,  direct  questions  to  ascertain  that  point,  and  if  I  am  proceeding  further 
than  the  court  shall  seem  to  regard  proper,  why,  I  certainly  shall  discon- 
tinne  it. 

Judge  Neilbon. — ^I  think  you  had  a  right  to  examine,  to  ascertain  the 
condition  of  this  juror's  mind,  and  to  ascertain  precisely  what  the  character 
of  that  impression  is,  whether  it  would  leave  him  entirely  indifferent  or  not 
between  the  parties.  Any  examination  tending  to  illustrate  that,  I  think 
woald  be  proper. 

Mr.  Beach, — Mr.  Juryman,  I  anderstand  you  to  say  now,  that,  having  this 
impression  of  which  you  have  spoken,  it  would  accompany  you  into  the  jury- 
box  if  you  were  selected  as  a  juryman ;  and  I  ask  you  by  what  effort  of  mind 
or  Tfc-ill  you  think  you  could  divest  yourself  of  that  impression  ?  A.  Well,  I 
should  try  to  be  thoroughly  impartial. 

Q.  Certainly :  you  would  make  an  effort  to  be  impartial  ?  A.*  I  don't 
think  I  should  have  to  make  any  effort  at  all  to  do  so;  I  think  that  I  could 
be  so  without  an  effort. 

Q.  That  is,  do  you  think  that  if  you  have  an  impression  in  regard  to  the 
£^lt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher,  that  you  are  yet  impartial  upon  the  ques- 
tion t 

Mr.  Ewirts. — We  object  to  that  question,  if  your  Honor  please.  The  inquiry 
ia  concerning  the  impression  that  is  or  is  not  in  his  mind ;  not  concerning  an 
abstract  question  that  there  might  be  an  impression  in  a  man's  mind  concern- 
ing the  guilt  (»r  innocence  that  could  not  be  removed  from  it  at  bis  will.  We 
Mhall  all  agree  about  that.     We  are  inquiring  into  a  question  of  fact,  and  the 
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mode  which  this  witness  adopts  time  after  time,  is  to  say:  **T1ktc  is  not  in 
my  mind  any  impression  on  this  subject  that  requires  any  effort  to  remove. 
If  tliere  was  such  ao  impression,  then  I  would  be  open  to  this  inquiry.  But 
there  is,  in  fact,  inseated  in  my  mind  no  impression  covering  this  question  of 
the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher  that  requires  an  effort  or  power  of  my 
will  to  remove."  Now,  I  do  not  care  how  much  he  is  probed  on  that.  That 
is  an  inquiry  of  estimating  the  force  of  the  impression  that  is  in  his  mind. 
But  these  inquiries  as  to  whether  an  impression  that  might  be  imagined  in 
his  mind  would  be  of  that  degree  of  vigor  that  it  could  not  be  resisted  with- 
out an  effort  of  the  will,  does  not  bear  upon  the  inquiry  before  the  court. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  you  could  not  get  at  the  mind  of  the  juror,  its 
tone  and  complexion,  without  a  free  inquiry  as  to  the  impression,  its  charac- 
ter, its  extent,  and  whether  it  could  be  readily  dismissed,  and  how  or  why  it 
should  be  dismissed.  I  think  that  is  the  extent  of  the  examination  counsel 
can  indulge  in. 

Mr.  Beach.— I  understood  you  to  say  that  you  had  an  impression  in  regard 
to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Yes,  sir;  it  is  the  twentieth  time  that  I  have  asked  it 

Mr,  Tracy. — Then  how  long  is  it  to  be  asked  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — Just  so  long  as  the  juror  changes  his  answer. 

Mr.  Tracy.  — He  has  not  changed  his  iinswer  or  position. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  say  he  has. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  propose  to  allow  in  regard  to  this  juror,  as  in  regard 
to  every  other  (as  a  good  deal  of  latitude  has  been  allowed  heretofore)  that 
degree  of  examination,  searching  or  otherwise,  which  may  be  requisite  to  test 
his  real  condition. 

Mr.  Beach. — Your  Honor  must  perceive,  I  think,  that  there  has  very  much 
embarrass tnent  as  to  the  course  of  this  examination  arisen  from  what  I  think 
are  the  inconsistent  and  changing  answers  of  the  witness ;  and  very  much  of 
it  from  the  interruptions  upon  the  other  side.  I  shall  not  be  deterred,  how- 
ever, from  pursuing  it,  so  long  as  your  Honor  will  permit  me. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Can  we  have  one  question  settled  in  this  case,  whether  the 
counsel  shall  be  content  with  putting  a  question  to  the  juror  and  getting  an 
answer,  or  whether  he  shall  be  at  liberty  to  put  the  same  question  and  have  it 
answered  and  ro-answered  without  any  limitation  whatever.  I  submit  that 
the  rules  of  examination  for  a  juror  should  not  be  more  stringent  than  the 
rules  on  the  cross-examination  of  a  hostile  witness,  and  there  the  counsel  are 
limited  to  putting  a  question  and  getting  a u  answer;  and  when  they  have 
once  put  a  question  and  had  an  intelligent  answer  to  it,  they  are  required  to 
move  on  and  put  another.  Now,  I  submit  whether  that  rule  should  not  be 
applied  to  the  counsel  in  this  case. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  you  apply  that  rule  in  its  strict  and  broad  sense, 
and  you  put  a  counsel  at  the  mercy  of  the  witness  or  juror  who  makes  on 
answer,  and  one  which  may  not  satisfy  your  conscience,  and,  therelbre,  you 
wiifih  to  probe  his  mind  further  and  see  whether  that  is  really  the  state  of  his 
mind. 

Mr,  TVflKjy.— The  question  is  whether  he  can  go  further  by  repeating  tiie 
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same  question,  or  whether  he  shall  probe  it  further  by  putting  a  further  and 
additional  question.  The  question  is  here,  whether  we  make  any  headway  in 
this  examination  by  allowing  the  counsel  to  repeat  the  same  question  and 
have  repeated  answers'to  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  general  rule  U  not  to  repeat,  of  course. 

Mr,  Tracy, — Then  we  submit  that  that  rule  should  be  applied  in  this  c«ise. 

Mr,  Beach, — [To  the  juror.]  I  understand  you  to  say,  sir,  that  you  have 
uu  impression  as  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Mr,  Shearman. — We  object  to  that  question. 

Mr.  Beach, — The  gentleman  must  not  interrupt  my  question. 

Mr,  Shearman. — Oh  I  yes,  sir. 

M:  Beach, — ^Not  until  I  have  finished  it. 

JuDQB  Neilson — I  think  you  can  ask  the  juror  whether  that  is  what  he 
meant  to  say. 

Mr.  Beach, — I  am  going  to  ask  that  if  I  can  ever  get  a  chance  to  do  it. 
[To  the  juror.]  I  understood  you  to  say  that  you  had  an  impression  as  to  the 
guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher  which  would  accompany  you  into  the  jury- 
box  if  you  were  selected  as  a  juryman,  and  that  you  could  relieve  your  mind, 
you  thought,  from  that  impression  if  called  to  act  as  a  juryman.  Did  I 
understand  you  correctly  ?  A.  I  intended  to  answer  that  question  by  saying 
tLat  the  impression  that  I  have  is  not  a  settled  impression. 

Mr.  Beach, — Well,  what  shall  I  do,  sir  ?  If  I  repeat  that  question  I  shall 
be  rebuked  by  my  learned  friend ;  and  I  have  got  no  answer  to  it. 

Mr,  Ecarts, — The  witness  should  not  be  blamed ;  he  has  given  you  that 
answer. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  have  a  right  to  distinguish  between  what  he  calls 
a  settled  impression  and  what  you  call  a  mere  impression,  and  get  at  the 
weight  of  each,  if  you  can. 

Mr,  BeacJi. — Now,  pardon  me,  sir,  for  repeating  that  question.  I  can  call 
it  to  your  mind,  perhaps  without  reiterating  it.  Will  you  answer  it  ?  Is  that 
what  you  intended  to  state  ? 

The  Jtfrc;r.— What  I  did  state  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — I  understood  you  to  say  that  you  had  an  impression  upon 
che  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher  which  would  accompany  you  into 
the  jury-box  if  you  were  sworn  as  a  juror,  and  that  you,  in  your  opinion, 
could  divest  your  mind  of  thai  impression.  Am  I  correct  or  not  ?  A.  No, 
sir;  I  did  not  intend  to  answer  you  in  that  manner. 

Q.  Well,  is  it  true  that  you  have  au  impression  in  regard  to  the  guilt  or 
innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  have  an  impression. 

Q.  Is  it  true  that  that  impression  would  accompany  you  into  the  juryrbox 
if  you  were  selected  as  a  juror  ?  A.  Well,  sir,  supposing  my  impression  was 
that  I  should  not  decide  the  matter  either  way 

Mr,  Beach, — Don't  put  a  question  to  me ;  I  can  not  answer  you  either  way. 

The  Juror. — I  can  not  answer  unless  I  understand  what  vou  ask. 
Q.  Well,  you  say  you  have  an  impression  ?  A.  I  have  an  impression  chat  I 
ooald  not  decide  the  question  either  way. 

Mr,  Tracy, — That  is  what  the  juror  means  by  saying  he  has  not  an  impres- 
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don;  that  he  has  no  impression  which  would  enable  him  to  decide  the  ques- 
tion. 

Judge  Neilson. — Are  you  content  to  take  the  answer  given  in  that  form  ? 

Mr.  Bevih, — No,  sir.  [To  the  juror.]  Would  tlie  impression  which  you 
say  you  have  if  you  were  selected  as  a  juror  accompany  you  into  the  jury-box ; 
would  you  still  entertain  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  think  you  could  relieve  your  mind  of  that  impression  without 
hearing  evidence  upon  the  subject  ? 

Mr,  Tracy. — That  is  objected  to. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  he  may  answer  that. 

Mr.  Trwy, — We  take  an  exception. 

Q.  Do  you  think  you  could  relieve  your  mind  from  that  impression  with- 
out hearing  evidence  upon  the  subject  ?    A.  Tes,  sir,  I  do. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  that  you  could  throw  it  off  at  will  ?  A.Weil,  I  haven't 
the  power  of  will  to  throw  off  any  definite  impression  that  is  fixed  upon  my 
mind,  but,  as  I  stated  before,  the  impression  that  I  have  is  neither  for  nor 
against.     That  is  the  idea  that  I  intended  to  convey, 

Q.  How  can  it  be  neither  for  nor  against  when  you  say  it  is  upon  the 
question  of  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — That  we  object  to. 

Judge  Neilson. — Take  it. 

Mr.  Tracy.  — Note  our  exception. 

The  Juror. — That  is  the  question,  as  you  say,  whether  Mr.  Beecher  is 
innocent  or  guilty. 

Mr  Beach.     Yes,  sir. 

The  Juror.     Whether  I  have  an  impresdon  upon  that  point  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — Yes. 

The  Juror. — Yes,  sir. 

Q.  It  must  be,  then,  for  or  against  Mr.  Beecher,  mustn't  it  ? 

Mr,  Tracy. — We  object  to  that  question  as  not  a  question  of  fact,  and 
argumentative. 

The  Juror. — I  do  not  see  as  it  necessarily  must  be  so. 

Mr.  Beach.-^Re  says  that  he  has  an  impression  in  regard  to  the  guilt  or 
innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher,  and  I  ask  him  if  that  impression  is  not  for  or 
against  Mr.  Beecher. 

The  Juror. — I  say  no,  it  is  not. 

Q.  When  it  is  upon  the  question  of  his  guilt,  do  you  mean  to  say  that  it  is 
neither  for  nor  against  him  ?  A.  That  is  what  I  intended  to  convey — exactly 
what  I  mean. 

Q.  Well,  how  then  can  you  say  that  it  is  an  impression  in  regard  to  his 
guilt  or  innocence  7  A.  Why,  because,  as  I  said  before,  I  could  not  decide 
the  question  in  my  mind. 

Q.  It  is  not  the  question  of  a  decision,  it  is  a  question  of  whether  the  im. 
prcssion  is  upon  the  question  of  his  g^ilt  or  innocence.  Now,  you  say  that 
you  have  an  impression  upon  that  question  of  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr. 
Beecher;  isn't  it  for  or  against  him  ? 

Mr,  Tracy. — That  question  has  been  asked  and  answered  a  dozen  times. 
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JuDOB  NszLflOK. — ^I  do  not  quite  understand  the  juror,  and  I  think  he 
ought  to  answer  again.  I  think  he  ought  to  reveal  himself  fully  and  without 
reserve. 

Mr.  EtarU. — Perhaps  your  Honor  might  ask  him  the  question  and  go 
through  the  same  process  with  better  results. 

Mr.  Beach. — Well,  as  the  gentleman  thinks  my  questions  are  not  intelligi* 
ble  to  the  witness,  perhaps  he  would  do  me  the  favor  to  put  them.  I  under- 
stand the  gentleman  to  suggest  that  if  his  Honor  would  put  the  questions  he 
might  get  a  better  response. 

Mr.  Bvarts, — No ;  I  only  suggest  that  you  might  avail  yourself  of  his  as- 
sistance. 

Mr.  Beach. — Yes;  but  I  do  not  choose  to  avail  myself  of  it.  [To  the 
jurof.]  Now,  I  repeat  the  question:  you  say  that  you  have  an  impression  in 
regard  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher.  I  ask  you  is  not  that  im- 
pression for  or  against  him  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  understand  the  question  which  I  put  to  you,  do  you  ?  A.  I  un- 
derstand you  to  ask  whether,  in  my  mind,  at  the  present  time,  I  have  any 
judgment  for  or  against  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — I  did  not  ask  you  for  any  judgment. 

The  Juror. — Well,  a  judgment  conveys  the  same  meaning  as  an  impression. 

Mr.  Beach. — It  does,  eh  ? 

The  Juror. — I  should  think  so;  of  course  it  is  not  a  definite  judgment  or  a 
definite  impression. 

Q.  No,  it  is  not  definite  ?    A  No,'  sir. 

Q.  But  if  **  impression  "  conveys  the  same  idea  as  **  judgment,"  you  have 
a  judgment  on  the  subject,  then  ?    A.  No;  I  have  no  judgment  at  all. 

Q.  Well,  you  have  an  impression  you  say  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  don't  see  that  I  can  make  myself  understood  by  this  juror. 
I  think  the  criticbm  of  my  learned  friend  must  be  correct. 

Mr.  EtarU. — WeU,  I  thought  that  was  so.  Your  minds  don't  work 
together. 

Mr.  Beach. — ^That  is  just  what  I  suspected  was  the  case  with  this  juryman. 
[Turning  suddenly  to  the  juror.]  A.  Can  you  tell  me  the  meaning  of  the 
word  **condone*'?    A.  lean,  sir. 

^  Mr.  Beach. — Answer  that  ?    A*  Yes,  sir,  I  can. 

Q.  What  is  it  ?    A.  I  should  think  it  meant  to  forgive. 

Mr.  Beach. — You  got  that  right.  Did  you  ever  study  law  f  A.  No,  sir,  I 
never  did. 

Q.  Well,  you  can  give  me  the  definition  of  literature  too,  can't  you  ?    A. 
Tes,  mx. 

Q.  Well,  let  us  have  that. 

Mr.  EvarU. — ^It  is  not  a  question  of  this  witness's  knowledge  of  the  English 

UngOAge. 

JUDOB  Nsn<M>N. — No,  I  think  that  question  is  reserved  for  your  side— the 

question  about  literature. 

Mr.  EvarU. — We  put  it  to  the  German.  It  was  not  a  joke,  it  was  a  duty. 
But  this  ft  a  farce. 
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Judge  Neilson. — Well,  what  is  to  be  done  with  this  juryman  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — Let  us  see  whether  it  is  a  farce.  Your  Honor  has  heard  the 
examinution  of  this  juryman  in  regard  to  his  understanding  of  an  impression, 
and  the  effect  of  an  impression  upon  his  mind,  and  the  power  of  his  will  in 
divesting  himself  of  its  influence.  Is  it  a  farce  for  me,  sir,  after  the  contra- 
dictory answers  of  this  witness,  to  attempt  to  ascertain  the  extent  of  his  intel- 
ligence, no  matter  whether  he  is  a  German,  or  an  Englishman,  or  an  Ameri- 
can ?  I  am  not  subject  to  that  criticism,  and  while  the  gentleman  may  think 
himself  in  the  same  course  of  proceediugs,  pursuing  his  duty,  he  has  no  right 
to  charge  me  with  pursuing  a  farcical  examination  of  the  juror. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  on  reflection  lie  would  assent  to  that,  no  doubt, 
but  do  you  want  to  examine  the  juror  further  ? 

Mr.  Beach, — No,  sir;  I  do  not  know  that  I  do. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  he  will  have  to  take  a  seat ;  I  do  not  quite  under- 
stand the  juror,  but  still  I  don't  see  that  I  can  reject  him. 

Mr,  Beach. — Do  we  understand  your  Honor  to  say  that  he  is  a  qualifled  juror  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  see  that  he  is  disqualified. 

Mr.  Beach. — He  has  an  impression,  your  Honor,  as  to  the  guilt  or  inno- 
cence of  the  party. 

Judge  Neilson.—  Now,  ask  him  that  question  squarely. 

Mr,  Beach,  — He  has  answered  it  twenty  time?,  as  the  counsel  say.  Stil!  I 
will  ask  the  witness  if  the  court  requires  it,  though  by  reading  the  records  of 
the  examination  it  would  be  apparent.  Did  you  not  answer  that  you  bad  an 
impression  in  regard  to  the  guilt 

Judge  Neilson. —  *  Have,"  — not  '•  had."  **  Had,"  relates  to  the  past.  Has 
he  an  impression  now  and  here  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — Did  you  not  say  that  you  now  have  an  impression  in  regard  to 
the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  I  have  not. 

Mr,  Tracy, — I  object.     Are  we  to  renew  that  examination  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  until  we  understand  this  juror. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Your  Honor  told  the  counsel  that  he  should  ask  the  juror 
whether  he  had  an  impression  in  regard  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  de- 
fendant. Tlie  question  which  the  counsel  puts  is  not  that  question  at  all. 
The  question  is  what  the  juror  has  said  about  it.  Now,  what  he  has  said 
about  it  we  heard. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  learned  counsel  put  it  in  that  form,  because  he 
said  he  had  already  answered,  and  answered  it  more  than  once. 

Mr.  Tracy,— He  had  closed  his  examination  on  that  point. 

Mr.  Beach. — No,  I  had  not  closed.  [To  the  Juror.]  Did  you  not  say 
that  you  had  an  impression  in  regard  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr. 
Beecher  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  it  now,  have  you  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Say  yes,  or  no. 

A.  No,  sir,  I  have  not. 

Q.  You  haven't  it  now  ?    A.  I  have  not  the  same  impression ;  no  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  not  now  an  impression  in  regard  to  the  guilt  or  innocence 
of  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  Looking  at  it  as  you  do,  I  should  say  no ;  I  have  not. 
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Q.  Well,  I  want  you  to  look  at  it  in  the  nature  of  my  question  and  in  its 
ttimple  understanding.  I  ask  you  if  you  have  not  now  an  impression  in 
regard  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecber  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  have  not  at 
the  present  time. 

Q.  Did  you  not  swear  that  that  impression  would  accompany  you  into 
the  jury-box  ?  A.  The  impression,  as  I  said  before,  was  neither  for  nor 
against  Mr.  Beecber. 

Q.  But  did  you  not  say  that  it  was  an  impression  in  regard  to  his  guilt  or 
innocence  ? 

Mr.  Traqj, — We  object.     This  is  a  renewal  of  the  entire  examination. 

Judge  Neilsok. — I  think  you  gentlemen  ought  to  be  a  little  more  patient 
with  your  opponent.  I  think  he  has  a  right  to  examine  this  juror.  I  don^t 
think  it  is  proper  to  interrupt  every  question  he  puts.  Allow  me  further  to 
Bay  that  I  allowed  a  very  great  latitude  to  Mr.  Hill  in  cross-examining  the 
juror,  because  I  saw  in  the  peculiarities  of  that  juror  some  reason  for  it.  I 
see  the  same  reason  here.  I  think  we  ought  to  proceed  without  this  constant 
objection.     The  learned  counsel  has  some  judgment  in  regard  to  this. 

Mr.  Beach. — Well,  they  don't  think  so.  [To  the  Juror.]  Now,  did  you 
not,  and  have  you  not,  repeatedly  said  in  the  course  of  your  examination, 
that  you  had  an  impression  in  regard  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr. 
Beecber  ?  A.  I  say  I  had  several  impressions  between  the  commencement  of 
this  case  and  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Beaeh. — Now,  sir,  I  am  forced  to  repeat  that  question;  I  can  not  gel 
an  answer  to  it. 

Judge  Neilsok. — Well,  you  have  sufficient  language  to  put  it  in  some 
other  form  ;  I  would  try  some  other  form ;  I  think  then  you  won't  be  subject 
to  the  objection. 

Mr,  Betieh. — I  ran  not  put  it  in  another  form,  because  I  am  asking  him  as 
to  what  he  already  testified.  [To  the  Juror.]  Will  you  please  answer  that 
qaestion.  Have  you  not  testified,  since  you  have  been  upon  that  stand,  that 
you  then  and  there  had  an  impression  in  regard  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of 
Mr.  Beecber  ?  A.  I  did  not  intend  to,  if  I  have ;  I  have  not  intended  to  con- 
Tey  any  such  impression. 

Q.  And  you  mean  to  say  that  now  you  have  no  impression  in  regard  to 
the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecber  ?  A.  Yes.  sir ;  I  think  I  can  safely 
aay  that. 

Mr,  Beaeh.-'Whj,  I  would  ask  your  Honor  to  look  at  the  examination  of 
this  juror  on  the  record.  He  has  said  it  half-a-dozen  times,  and  has  said 
haif-a-dozen  times  that  that  impression  would  accompany  him  into  the  jury- 
box  if  he  was  selected  as  a  juror.  And  without  meaning  any  disrespect  to 
anybody,  I  say  it  is  the  most  astonishing  declaration  that  ever  came  from  the 
witnesa-stand. 

Mr.  EvarU. — Are  you  through  with  the  examination  ? 

Mr,  Beach, — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Is  your  Honor  still  of  the  opinion  that  the  juror  is  qualified  ? 

Judge  Neilson.-You  may  have  occasion  to  examine  him,  because  I  do 
sot  know  that  I  have  the  same  opinion ;  but  I  would  like  to  look  at  the  not«s. 
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One  of  the  counsel  su;[^gested  tliat,  as  it  was  past  the  usaal  time  for  ad- 
journment, his  Honor  should  examine  the  record  during  the  interval  between 
the  adjournment  and  to-morrow  morning,  to  which  the  court  assented. 

Mr.  Etart^,—Then^  after  looking  at  the  notes,  to-morrow  morning  we  will 
go  on  with  the  examination. 


THIRD  DAY— JANUARY  7,  1875. 

Joseph  H.  Burrill,  the  juror  whose  examination  was  begun  but  not 
closed  at  the  adjournment  of  the  court  yesterday,  was  recalled. 

Mr.  Beach. — It  was  intimated  last  evening,  if  your  Honor  please,  by 
Mr.  Evarts,  that  you  should  indicate  your  opinion  in  regard  to  the  com- 
petency of  this  juror  at  the  opening  of  the  court. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  was  about  to  ask  if  the  gentleman  wished  to  put  any 
further  inquiries. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  would  suggest  to  your  Honor  that  the  ordinary  and  proper 
course  w^ould  be  first  to  finish  the  examination  of  the  juror. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes  ;  have  you  any  questions  to  put,  Mr.  Evarts  ? 

Mr.  Evarts. — ^Your  Honor  recollects  that  when  the  juror  was  examined 
you  expressed  the  opinion  that  he  was  qualified.  I,  after  further  examination, 
asked  if  your  Honor  had  still  that  opinion,  and  I  understood  your  Honor  to 
say  that  you  would  examine  the  evidence.  I  will  now  take  your  Honor's 
opinion  as  to  whether  you  consider  the  juror  eligible,  or  I  will  go  on  and 
examine  further. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  can  examine  further,  if  you  think  it  proper  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Evarts. — [To  the  Juror.]  You  hava  been  asked  in  regard  to  your 
opinion  on  this  case — whether  you  have  one,  whether  you  have  formed  an 
opinion  in  this  case,  and  I  have  understood  you  to  say  that  you  have  not  formed 
an  opinion  ?    A.  I  said  that  I  have  previously,  but  I  have  not  at  present. 

Q.  I  understood  you  to  say  also  that  you  had  had  impressions  made  upon 
you  in  the  case  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  if  you  mean  to  say  you  have  now  formed  an  opinion  in  this  case, 
that  is  anotlier  matter  ;  have  you  formed  an  opinion  in  this  case  ?  A.  I  have 
not  formed  a  settled  opinion ;  I  have  not. 

Q.  Well,  I  understand  you  to  say  you  have  had,  in  your  readings  from 
time  to  time  of  different  parts  of  this  published  matter,  different  impres- 
sions upon  it  f    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  your  impression  concerning  this  case  at  the  present  time,  is  it 
one  that  affects  your  judgment  concerning  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the 
defendant  here  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  without  bias  or  leaning  one  way  or  the  other  in  this  matter  t 
A.  I  am,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  considered  the  matter,  have  you,  deliberately  in  that  point 
of  view  ?    A.  I  have,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  say  to  the  court  that  you  have  no  opinion  one  way  or  the 
other  concerning  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  this  defendant  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarts. — ^We  suppose  he  is  a  good  juror. 
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Mr,  Beo/ck, — I  understood  you  to  say  yesterday  that  you  bad  now  an  im- 
preftsion  which  you  had  formed  in  regard  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr. 
Beecher  ;  did  I  understand  you  correctly  ?  A.  Will  you  allow  me  to  tell 
you 

Q.  No,  sir  ;  I  want  you  to  answer  me  that  question.  A.  Well,  that 
impression  does  not  affect  the  direct  guDt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher — ^it 
does  not. 

Q.  It  does  not  affect  the  direct  guilt  or  innocence  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  I  was  asking  you  as  to  what  you  stated  yesterday.  Were  these  ques- 
tions put  to  you  ?  [Reading.]  **  I  have  understood  you  to  say  to  me  two  or 
three  times  that  you  had  nn  impression  upon  the  subject,  and  that  impression 
related  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher.  I  aok  you  now  if  that  is 
correct  ?  Yes,  sir,  I  have  an  impression.  Is  that  impression  in  regard  to  the 
guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher?  Do  you  mean  whether  it  is  an  impression 
for  or  against  Mr.  Beecher;  is  that  the  idea?  Is  it  an  impression  as  to 
whether  the  charge  made  against  Mr.  Beecher  is  or  is  not  true  ?  Yes,  sir,  I 
haTe  an  impression  that  way.''  Did  you  so  testify?  A.  Not  as  I  understand 
it  there — no,  sir,  I  did  not. 

Q.  You  did  not  so  testify  ?    A.  Not  as  I  understood  your  reading. 

Q.  The  question  is  not  as  to  your  understanding;  the  question  is  whether 
jou  testified  as  there  ?  A.  I  can  not  tell  that,  sir ;  I  can  not  tell  how  that 
was,  I  am  sure,  about  the  report;  it  was  not  as  I  understood  it,  I  say  now. 

Mr.  Bench, — I  do  not  know,  if  your  Honor  please,  whether  it  would  be 
necessary  or  admissible  for  me  to  press  the  examination  of  this  witness  in 
regard  to  the  statements  he  made  yesterday  on  this  subject. 

JcDOE  Neilson. — I  think  it  is  not  necessary,  Mr.  Beach.  I  have  looked 
oTer  the  notes,  and  I  think  it  is  my  duty  to  say  that  the  challenge  to  the  favor 
must  be  sustained.  The  juror  tells  us  at  one  stage  that  he  has  formed  an 
opinion ;  at  another  stage  that  he  has  an  impression  ;  at  anotlier  stage  that  he 
bas  an  impression  still ;  afterward  he  qualifies  that.  I  really  think  it  is  due 
to  both  parties  that  the  juror  should  stand  aside. 

Mr,  JSvarts. — Your  Honor,  then,  says  that  the  challenge  for  principal  cause 
Ib  not  sustained. 

Jui>OB  Neilson. — No,  sir. 

Mr.  EcartM, — We  ask  hereafter  that  the  learned  counsel  will  favor  us  by 
diacriminaMng  between  their  challenges. 

Mr,  Shearman — We  except  to  your  Honor's  sustaining  the  challenge  to  the 
faTor. 

Judge  Neilbon. — Had  we  not  better  proceed  now  with  the  examination 
of  witnesses  in  regard  to  the  fitness  of  Mr.  Robinson. 

Mr,  Morrii, — Yes,  sir;  we  are  ready  to  proceed  on  that. . 
'  Stkwabt  Rowley  called  as  a  witness  on  the  trial  of  the  challenge  of  Mr. 
Mohimtniy  snd  sworn. 

Mr.  Morrii, — You  are  one  of  the  Aldermen  and  Supervisors  of  the  City  of 
Brooklyn  t    A.  Yes,  sir;  for  the  Seventh  Ward. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  Louis  H.  Robinson  ? 

Mr.  HUL — One  moment;  there  is  no  challenge  before  the  court. 
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JuDOE  Neilson. — There  is,  and  we  have  examined  a  witness  on  it  yesterday. 

Mr,  Hilf. — Which  ij»  it ;  is  it  upon  principal  caase,  or  to  the  favor  ? 

Judge  Neilbon. — How  do  you  understand  that,  gentlemen  ? 

Mr,  Bench, — I  do  not  think  that  they  are  entitled  to  have  us  discriminate 
now.     We  have  examined  a  witness  already  on  the  subject. 

Mr,  Morris, — And  as  it  was  expressly  arranged  by  both  parties  that  this 
form  of  challenge  should  be  pursued. 

M,  Hill, — Does  your  Honor  say  that  they  shall  not  specify  which  form  of 
challenge  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — At  Mr.  Evarts's  suggestion  we  will  do  that  hereafter. 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  want  to  know  whether  the  pending  challenge  includes  lK)th. 

Mr,  Beach. — Under  the  arrangement  between  counsel  it  of  course  include.^ 
both. 

Mr,  Morris, — My  question  was  whether  your  are  acquainted  with  Mr. 
Robinson  ?    A.  I  am. 

Q.  Have  you  at  any  time  heard  him  express  an  opinion  as  to  the  truth  or 
falsity  of  the  charges  that  we  are  now  trying  against  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  have. 

Q.  Was  that  a  decided  opinion  ?    A.  I  considered  it  so. 

Mr,  Evarts, — Where  was  this?  A.  In  my  office,  at  the  comer,  of  Fulton 
and  Raymond-sts. 

Q.  What  is  your  business  ?     A.  Real  estate  broker. 

Q.  When  was  it  ?  A.  At  various  times  ever  since  the  commencement  of 
the  talk  about  this  matter. 

Q.  Was  the  conversation  a  casual  one  that  then  arose  between  you,  on  one 
side  and  the  other  ?  A.  That  is  all;  it  was  a  discussion  upon  that  question, 
as  upon  any  public  topic. 

Q.  You,  neither  of  you,  had  any  interest  in  the  matter  except  as  citizens  ? 
A.  No  personal  interest  that  I  know  of  ;  I  had  not,  and  I  presume,  he  had  not. 

Q.  You  talked  about  each  stage  of  the  matter  as  it  was  then  in  the  papers, 
wl'atever  v/as  uppermost  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  we  commented  upon  whatever 
appeared  from  time  to  time. 

Q.  Had  you  expressed  opinions  also  to  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  which  of  you  began  the  discussion  ?  A.  I  think  at  times  I  began, 
and  at  times  he  did ;  I  presume  that  I  began  it  oftener  than  he  did. 

Q.  And  of  course  you  made  no  memorandum  about  the  matter  f  A.  I 
never  wrote  a  word  about  it. 

Q.  And  nothing  occurred  at  any  of  those  times  to  make  any  special 
impression  upon  either  of  you,  I  suppose  ?  A.  Well,  I  think  that  the  nature 
of  our  conversation  would  make  an  impression  upon  either  of  us ;  I  do. 

Q.  You  mean  that  there  was  a  difference  of  opinion  between  you  and  Mr, 
Robinson  that  was  likely  to  be  thought  of  ?    A.  Yes,  sir,  I  do. 

Mr,  Beach. — Were  those  opinions  which  were  expressed  by  Mr.  Robinson, 
any  of  them  expressed  after  your  opinion  had  been  announced  to  him  ?  A. 
They  were. 

Q.  Please  indicate  what  was  the  earnestness  and  decision  upon  the  part  of 
Mr.  Robinson  with  which  those  opinions  were  uttered.  A.  I  don't  know  that 
l  understand  you  exactly. 
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Q.  How  decidedly  or  impreesiyely  were  they  expressed  ?    A.  Mr.  Hobin 
son  when  interested  in  a  question  always  exprcsacs  himself  very  decidedly, 
and  is  very  positive,  and  with  a  greal  deal  of  force,  and  perhaps  I  am  given 
to  the  same  failing,  and  I  think  in  a  conversation  between  us  two,  where  wc 
are  opposed  upon  a  question,  it  would  make  an  impression  upon  both  of  us. 

Q.  Was  that  the  case  in  this  conversation  f  A.  It  was,  sir;  it  made  no 
ioipression  upon  me.  whatever  it  did  on  him. 

Eugene  D.  Berki  called  as  a  witness  on  the  trial  of  the  challenge  of  Mr. 
JiobutiOTij  and  sworn. 

Mr,  Morris, — You  are  in  the  carpet  business  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  L.  H.  Robinson  ?    A.  I  am,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  at  any  time  heard  him  express  an  opinion  with  reference 
to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  charges  made  against  Mr.  Beeecher  ?  A.  1 
have,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  opinion— did  it  appear  to  be  a  decided  opinion  ?  A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  about  when  it  was  ?    A.  That  I  can't  do,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach. — Within  about  what  time  ?    A.  I  can't  say,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  say  whether  within  a  year  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  it  was  within  a 
year. 

Q.  Can  you  limit  the  time  to  a  shorter  space  ?  A.  Well,  sir,  if  you  allow 
me.  I  didn't  expect  to  be  called  here,  and  I  did  not  know  that  Mr.  Robinson 
would  be  called  as  a  juror,  so  I  had  not  examined  the  thing  in  my  mind  at  all 
until  I  saw  him  on  the  stand. 

JuDOE  Neit.son. — You  can,  perhaps,  state  whether  it  was  prior  to  or  after 
the  publication  of  some  of  these  statements  ?  A.  It  was  after  some  of  the 
statements  had  been  published. 

Mr,  Beach. — Did  you  hear  him  express  his  opinion  on  more  than  one  occa- 
8ion  ?  A.  I  can't  say ;  I  know  that  \  heard  him  once,  but  I  can't  say  whether 
I  heard  him  more  than  once. 

Mr.  Emrtt. — Did  you  fix  the  time  when  this  conversation  occurred  ?  A. 
No,  sir;  I  had  no  reason  to. 

Q.  It  was  not  very  recently,  then  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Was  it  not  as  early  as  midsummer,  at  least  ?    A.  No;  I  think  not. 

Q.  And  how  did  it  occur ;  and  where  were  you  and  Mr.  Robinson — what 
brought  you  together  ?  A.  Well,  I  met  him  frequently  on  the  avenue,  coming 
down — walking  down  in  the  morning,  or  it  might  be  going  up;  and  it  was 
on  one  of  these  meetings,  I  think,  that  this  occurred. 

Q.  And  was  it  in  reference  to  some  publication  then  newly  made  that  you 
were  Ulking?    A.  No,  sir;  a  general  opinion. 

Q.  On  the  general  subject  ?    A.  Generally. 

Q.  What  made  any  impression  on  your  miud ;  you  do  not  remember  every 
one  that  you  talked  with  about  this  matter,  do  you  ?  A.  No,  sir ;  Mr.  Robin- 
son is  a  very  positive  man. 

Q.  And  are  you,  also  ?    A.  Well,  I  try  to  be. 

Q.  And,  except  this  casual  talk  on  the  street,  you  have  no  knowledge  of 
anything  whatever  ?    A.  No,  sir. 
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Benjamin  P.  Clayton  called  as  a  witness  on  the  trial  of  the  challenge  of 
Mr,  Sohmson^'  and  sworn. 

Mr,  Bench, — Do  yon  reside  in  this  city  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  yonr  occupation  in  this  city  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  lived  here  ?    A.  AlM>ut  16  years. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Robinson,  the  juryman  spoken  of  ?     A.  I  do,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  known  him  ?    A.  Five  or  six  years. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  him  express  any  opinion  in  regard  to  the  charges  of 
adultery  made  against  Mr.  Beecher  in  this  action  ?    A.  I  have,  sir. 

Q.  Upon  more  than  one  occasion  ?    A.  I  think  only  one. 

Q.  About  when  was  that,  sir  ?    A.  I  think  it  was  early  in  the  summer. 

Q.  And  where  was  it  ?    A.  At  my  office  in  Montague-st. 

Q.  How  did  the  conversation  in  which  that  opinion  was  expressed  happen 
to  arise  ?  A.  I  do  not  recall  the  particular  circumstances,  only  he  was  there 
and  the  subject  was  casually  mentioned. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  at  what  stage  of  the  publications  in  regard  to  this 
subject  it  occurred  ?  A.  My  recollection  is,  it  was  during  the  pendency  of 
the  investigation  before  the  committee. 

Q.  And  after  the  investigation  had  proceeded  to  some  extent  ?   A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  the  length  of  the  conversation  between  you  ?  A.  It  was 
only  a  few  minutes;  it  was  not  extended. 

Q.  Was  the  expression  of  opinion  upon  the  general  merits  of  the  queationf 
A.  I  think  it  was,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  give  us  an  idea  as  to  the  decision  and  emphasis  of  that 
opinion  ?    A.  Nothing  more  than  it  was  unequivocal. 

Q.  Was  that  expression  of  opinion  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Robinson  before  or 
after  you  had  expressed  an  opinion  on  the  subject  yourself,  if  you  did  express 
any?  A.  I  can  not  say  as  to  that  ;  the  conversation  was  of  very  short  dura- 
tion—only a  few  moments. 

Mr,  Eknrts, — Did  you  express  an  opinion  ?    A.  I  think  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  was  all  there  was  about  it  ?  A.  That  is  about  all ;  we  did 
not  discuss  the  matter. 

Judge  Neilson. — Mr.  Evarts,  do  you  propose  to  be  heard  on  this  question  f 

Mr,  Erarts. — Yes,  sir,  I  propose  to  examine  Mr.  Robinson. 

Mr.  Robinson  was  recalled,  and  Mr,  Evarts  was  about  putting  a  question 
to  him,  when  Mr.  Morris  said  that  there  was  another  witness  present  whom 
they  wished  to  examine. 

Andrew  J.  Decker  called  as  a  witness  on  the  trial  of  the  challenge  of  Mr. 
Bobiiisan,  and  sworn. 

Mr,  Morris,— Are  you  acquainted  with  Mr.  Rcbinson  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  known  him  ?     A.  About  six  years,  I  suppose. 

Q.  Have  you  at  any  time  heard  him  express  an  opinion  with  reference  to 
the  charges  brought  against  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  heard  him  in  a  very  ani- 
mated discussion  one  day  with  another  gentleman ;  he  was  arguing  upon  one 
Bide  very  earnestly,  and  my  impression  is  that  he  had  an  opinionJp  regard  to 
the  guilt  or  innocence. 
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Q,  About  when  was  that  ?  A.  It  was  after  the  second  Tilton  iatpote — 
whatever  yon  call  it. 

Q.  Mr.  Tilton^s  statement  ?    A.  I  think  tlio  next  morning  or  two  after. 

Q.  Did  he  express  at  that  time  an  opinion  of  his  beMef  ?  A.  I  do  not 
remember  one  word  that  was  said  in  the  argument,  becaus<^  I  did  not  think 
of  it  afterward  at  all ;  I  did  not  pay  any  further  attention  to  it  than  that; 
but  I  know  that  he  talked  very  earnestly,  as  he  always  docs  on  anything 
almost,  and  I  concluded  from  what  he  did  say  that  he  was  impressed  very 
much  on  one  side. 

Mr.  Evarts. — What  is  your  business  ?  A.  I  am  buying  and  selling  real 
estate  on  mv  own  account. 

Q.  That  brought  you  in  connection  with  Mr.  Robinson  ?  A.  Not  at  this 
time. 

Q.  How  did  this  come  up  between  you  ?    A.  It  did  not  occur  between  us. 

Q.  But  this  affair — how  came  you  together  ?  A.  We  met  there  by  acci- 
dent or  chance,  as  we  oi\en  do  at  different  places. 

Q.  Where  was  it  ?    A.  No.  520  DeKalb-avenue. 

Q.  What  sort  of  a  phce  is  that  ?    A.  Real  estate  office. 

Q.  Whose  office  ?    A.  Mr.  Garret  Swift's. 

Q.  There  was  a  number  of  persons  there  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  several. 

Q.  And  was  it  just  after  Mr.  Tilton's  last  statement  came  out  ?  A.  Yes, 
Bir;  I  think  within  a  day  or  two,  because  the  other  party  said  he  had  just 
read  it. 

Q.  That  was  the  freshest  statement  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  tlie  latest. 

Q.  Tliat  was  the  principal  subject  talked  of?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  about  that  statement  the  talk  was  ?  A.  Yes,  it  commenced 
about  that. 

Q.  Did  it  go  any  further  than  that — talking  about  that  statement  ?  A. 
Of  course;  they  talked  more  or  less  about  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the 
parties. 

Q.  I  do  not  know  that  of  course  they  did.  A.  Excuse  me  for  saying 
that,  but  that  is  what  they  did  do. 

Q.  A  word  of  what  they  said  you  can  not  remember  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  did 
BOt  wish  to  hear  it;  I  did  not  think  it  worth  remembering. 

Q.  It  was  a  mere  casual  conversation  that  you  can  not  recollect  anything 
off    A.  I  can  not  recollect  a  word  either  of  them  said. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Flinn  a  party  to  this  conversation  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  This,  then,  is  the  very  Flinn  conversation  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

This  closed  the  testimony  against  the  impeached  juror,  who  was  then 
himself  put  on  the  stand. 

LoviB  H.  RoBrasoN  was  then  recalled  for  further  examination. 

Q.  You  have  heard,  now,  Mr.  Decker,  in  addition  to  those  whom  I  have 
named  to  yon ;  now  have  you  any  recollection  about  these  conversations,  or 
■nj  of  them  ?  A.  I  have  a  very  distinct  recollection  of  that  conversation 
stated  by  M^ Flinn;  it  had  entirely  passed  out  of  my  mind,  however,  until 
bis  testimony  yesterday. 
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Q.  And  do  you  remember  that  Mr.  Decker  was  there  ?    A.  I  do,  sir. 

Q.  Now  what  have  you  to  say  about  that  conversation  ?  A.  Well,  sir,  I . 
called  on  Mr.  Swift  to  leave  him  a  diagram  of  some  property,  according  to 
agreement,  and  these  gentlemeu  were  in  the  office,  and  the  conver^^ation  was 
commenced  while  I  was  in  conversation  with  Mr.  Swift,  and  Mr.  Flinn  was 
very  vehement,  as  he  always  is,  and  mischievously  I  took  up  the  argument 
against  him,  and  I  had  said  but  a  very  few  words  before  he  intimated  that  I 
told  a  falsehood.  Well,  if  there  is  anything  on  earth  that  affects  me  quicker 
than  that,  I  don't  know  it,  and  I  felt  to  retort  by  provoking  him,  more  out 
of  mischief  than  anything  else. 

Q.  And  that  was  all  of  it  ?    A.  That  was  about  aU  of  it. 

Q.  It  did  not  come  to  blows  ?    A.  No,  sir.     That  I  never  do. 

Q.  Now,  you  have  said  that  you  have  conversed  with  various  people,  and 
expressed  opinions  so  and  so  to  draw  out  theirs,  and  so  forth  ?  A.  I  have 
said  so ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  this  conversation  with  Mr.  Flinn  of  that  nature  ?  A.  Well,  it  was, 
with  the  exception  of  the  retort  provoked  by  his  intimation. 

Q.  After  he  told  you  you  lied,  why,  then  it  became  personal  ?  A.  It  was 
no  lie  direct,  but  in  a  way  that  was  very  positive. 

Q.  Now,  these  other  conversations  in  the  street  with  Mr.  Bern,  and  some- 
where with  Mr.  Rowley,  &c.,  have  you  any  recollection  about  those  conver- 
sations ?  A.  Well,  I  have  frequently  talked  with  Mr.  Rowley  in  his  office, 
and,  as  I  stated  in  my  first  examination,  I  have  not  been  able  to  have  a 
connected  reading  of  the  proceedings  in  this  matter,  and  being  of  an  inquisi- 
tive mind  I  wished  to  learn  what  I  lacked  within  my  own  information,  and 
therefore  held  these  conversations  to  elicit  the  opinions  of  those  that  I  talked 
with. 

Q.  It  was  with  these  gentlemen  as  with  any  others,  as  you  mentioned  in 
your  first  examination  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  you  have  heard  all  those,  and  what  do  you  now  say  as  to  your 
being  free  from  opinion  on  one  side  or  the  other  of  this  matter  ?  A.  I  can 
not  state  any  different  from  what  I  have  already  stated. 

Q.  You  state  as  you  have  already  stated  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  but  if  allowed,  I 
would  state  that  I  would  far  prefer  not  sitting  upon  this  jury,  and  could  I 
have  framed  a  conscientious  excuse  in  the  beginning,  I  most  assuredly  would 
have  done  it. 

Mr,  Evarts. — We  all  tee  it  is  not  for  the  interest  of  any  gentleman  to  be 
on  the  jury.  We  think,  sir,  that  he  is  a  good  juryman,  and  that  this  method 
of  inquiry 

Mr.  Beach. — I  propose  to  ask  a  question  or  two.  [To  juror.] — You  speak 
of  this  interview  with  Mr.  Flinn ;  it  originated,  I  think,  while  you  were  in 
conversation  with  the  proprietor  of  the  office  in  which  it  occurred?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Mr.  Flinn  was  somewhat  excited  and  passionate,  I  understpnd  you  to 
say,  before  you  mingled  in  the  conversation  9  A.  Yes ;  he  was  apparently 
very  earnest. 

Q.  And  advocating  or  expressing  his  opinion  upon  one  side  ?    A.  Yes,  sir 
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Q.  And  then,  after  yoa  had  heard  that  expression  of  opinion  from  him, 
yoQ  became  connected  in  the  conversation  ?  A.  Yes,  I  made  some  casua 
remark  as  I  rose 

Q.  Wait — one  moment;  did  you  express  ony  opinion  upon  the  merits  of 
this  matter  in  that  conversation  ?    A.I  don't  recollect  that  I  did. 

Q.  Well,  do  you  mean  to  deny  the  assertion  of  Mr.  Flinn  that  you  did  .* 
A.  1  mean  this,  whatever  I  said 

Q.  I  will  get  at  that  in  a  moment;  did  you  upon  that  occasion  express  an 
opinion  upon  the  merits  of  this  controversy  ?  A.  Well,  I  can^t  call  it  an 
opinion  ;  I  can't  admit  that  it  was  an  opinion. 

Q.  Well,  did  you  express  your  views  upon  the  subject  of  the  controversy  ? 
A.  I  can-t  admit  that  they  were  my  views,  because 

Q.  Did  you  express  any  views  upon  tiic  merits  of  the  controversy, 
whether  they  were  your  views  or  not  ?    A.  I  might  have  remarked 

Q.  I  don't  want  what  you  remarked ;  now  I  want  you  to  answer  that 
qaestion  directly. 

Judge  Neilson.— [to  the  Juror.]     Say  yes,  or  no. 

Q.  Did  y«iu  upon  that  occasion  express  any  views  as  to  the  merits  of  this 
controversy  ?    A.  Well,  I  can  not  say  that  they  were  my  views. 

Q.  I  did  not  ask  whether  they  were  your  views.  I  asked  if  you  expressed 
any  views  ?    A.  I  probably  did. 

Q.  You  probably  did  ?  A.  I  probablv  observed  such  and  such  con- 
ditions  

Q.  No  matter  what  you  observed  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  what  the  ex- 
pressions were. 

Q.  I  don't  ask  you  what  they  were.  Now,  you  say  this  was  done  by  you 
after  Mr.  Flinn  had  in  a  pretty  animated  and  decided  manner  expressed  his 
views  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then  your  views  were  not  expressed  for  the  purpose  of  drawing  him 
out  ?    A.  Well,  it  was  to  elucidate  what  further  he  had  to  offer. 

Q.  And  that,  I  understood  you  to  say  to  Mr.  Evarts,  was  done  in  a  mis- 
chievous manner  ?    A.  After  he  had  cast  that  intimation  upon  me. 

Q.  That  mischievous  spirit  don't  exist  now,  I  suppose  ?     A.   No,  sir. 

Q.  A  gentleman  has  been  sworn,  Mr.  Rowley,  I  think — Alderman  Rowley 
— who  says  that  you  on  various  occasions  expressed  to  him  very  decided 
opinions  in  regard  to  the  merits  of  this  controversy:  is  that  correct?  A. 
Mr.  Rowley  is  a  very 

Q.  Well,  answer  me  whether  that  is  correct  or  not  ?  A.  Well,  could  I 
not  show  the  manner  in  which  I  expressed 

Q.  Oh  !  we  will  see  about  that.  You  will  have  an  opportunity  to  do 
thmt.  If  I  don't  allow  it,  counsel  on  the  other  side  will,  or  the  court.  A. 
It  was  in  opposition  to  him 

Q.  Cant  you  answer  my  direct  question  ?  Alderman  Rowley  says  that 
joo  on  various  occasions  expressed  decided,  animated  opinions  upon  the 
meritB  of  this  controversy.  Is  that  true  or  not  ?  A.  Argumentatively  it  is 
true. 

<^  That  iSy  after  you  had  learned  his  opinion,  you   upon  one  occasion 
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arguinentatively  expressed  an  opinion  of  your  own  to  draw  hiin  out  f    A. 
This  was  at  different  stages. 

Q.  Well,  was  it  after  that  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  is  your  age  ?    A.  My  age  is  56  last  March. 

Mr,  EtarU, — These  conversations,  I  understood  you  just  now  to  say,  were 
at  different  stages  with  Alderman  Rowley  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  when  he  expressed  an  opinion,  if  he  did,  did  you  ask  his  reasons 
or  argue  the  matter  with  him?  A.  Well,  we  argued  the  matter;  yes, 
sir. 

Q.  And  that  was  the  nature  of  the  conversation  ?  A.  That  was  the 
nature  of  the  conversation. 

Mr,  Beach, — That  is  all,  your  Honor. 

Judos  Neilson. — Do  you  wish  to  make  any  suggestion  on  the  subject, 
Mr.  Evarts  ? 

Mr,  Evarts. — Yes,  if  your  Honor  please.     I  understand  the  juryman  to 
occupy  precisely  the  same  position  now  that  he  did  when  your  Honor  sus- 
pended the  examination.     It  was  understood  that  he  had  talked  about  this 
matter  at  different  stages  of  it  to  a  variety  of  people,  and  had   expressed 
opinions  in  those  conversations  of  the  nature  and  to  the  extent  and  with  the 
purpose  that  he  indicated  ;  and  the  result  of  it  all  was  that  he  hpd  never 
formed  or  expressed  an  opinion  that  was  a  conclusion  of  his  own   mind,  con- 
cerning the  merits  of  the  case — tly  whole  case.     This  was  at  different  stages; 
oe  would  talk  about  this  statement,  or  that  statement,  about  this  man  or 
that;    now  about  Tilton,  or  Moulton,  or  Beecher,  as  it  might  be.     Now,  if 
besides  having  the  examination  of  the  party  proposed  as  a  juror  himself,  and 
the  discussion  of  his  intelligence  and  his  conscience  upon  the  subject,  we  are 
to  have  evidence  adduced  about  casual  conversations  held  while  the  matter 
was  injieri^  and  which  were  expressed  at  this  or  that  stage  of  it,  concerning 
this  or  that  feature  of  it,  your  Honor  will  see  at  once  that  we  get  into  a  region 
where  there  is  no  security  and  no  definiteness  whatever.     Of  course  people 
will  talk,  and  it  is  not  at  all  probable  that  two  persons  talking  will  prove  pre- 
cisely the  same  results  of  the  interview  to  the  court  on  one  side  or  the  other, 
and  the  nature  of  the  matter  frequently  prevents  any  probing  question — it 
was  a  general  statement,  whether  it  was  emphatic  or  decided,  or  this,  that,  or 
the  other.     But,  as  your  Honor  perceives,  we  all  withhold   necessarily  any 
probing  of  the  actual  language  or  side  or  position  that  was  taken. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  the  juror  must  stand  aside,  under  all  the  cir^ 
cumstanres. 

Mr,  Evarts, — For  principal  cause  ? 

Judge  Neilson, — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Beach, — No,  sir;  not  for  principal  cause. 

Mr,  Evarts, — Well,  where  is  the  favor  ?  It  is  either  for  principal  cause  or 
not  principal  cause.     It  is  the  formation  and  expression  of  opinion. 

Judge  Neilson.- -Well,  I  think  it  is  on  the  ground  of  principal  cause. 
Mr.  Robinson,  you  are  excused  from  serving. 

Mr.  Evarts, — We  except.     Your  Honor  notes  our  exception  to  this  refusal  f 

Judge  Neo^bon. — Yes,  sir. 
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3ir,  Beach, — I  hipe  your  Honor  will  not  place  this  question  improperly  in 
any  embarrassing  attitude. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^No;  I  have  no  right  to  do  so.  The  juror,  on  the  whole, 
I  think,  should  be  excused. 

Mr.  Beach, — Yes,  sir;  but  it  is  on  the  challenge  which  was  made  both  for 
principal  cause  and  favor,  jointly. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  is  on  the  challenge  which  was  before  us. 

Mr,  Evarts, — Your  Honor  will  understand  that  we  have,  with  great 
respect  to  the  trier — the  court  acting  as  trier — a  right  to  know  which  chal- 
lenge is  sustained ;  because  our  exceptions  will  stand  upon  that.  I  do  not 
myself  see  any  connection  with  the  favor.  Are  we  to  understand  that  your 
Honor  decides,  on  the  challenge  for  principal  cause,  against  the  juror  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — 1  hope  your  Honor  will  let  this  matter  rest,  as  it  does  upon 
the  record,  upon  the  challenge  that  was  actually  made  under  the  understand- 
ing between  counsel,  and  that  upon  that  challenge  you  will  find  it  true. 

Judge  Neils(in. — Very  well ;  it  does  necessarily  stand  so.  Both  chal- 
lenges were,  by  consent,  deemed  on  hand. 

Mr.  Evarts, — I  agree  to  that.  I  do  not  find  any  fault,  of  course,  your 
Honor.     But  then  it  does  not  follow  that  both  challenges  are  sustained. 

Mr,  Beach. — There  was  but  one  challenge. 

Mr,  Shearman, — May  it  please  your  Honor,  we  desire  two  separate  excep- 
tions. "We  except  (1),  upon  the  ground  that  your  Honor  declines  to  state 
whether  this  challenge  is  sustained  on  the  ground  of  principal  cause  or  for 
favor,  as  we  understand  your  Honor's  ruling;  we  except  (2),  if  your  Honor 
sustains  the  challenge  on  the  ground  of  principal  cause,  for  the  reason  that 
upon  that  ground  it  is  not  sustained;  we  except  (3),  if  your  Honor  sustains 
the  challenge  for  favor,  upon  the  ground  that  after  a  juror  has  been  impan- 
neled,  after  a  juror  has  taken  his  seat,  and  the  challenge  has  been  disposed  of, 
and  another  juror  has  been  called  and  challenged  and  examined,  it  is  not  in 
your  Honor's  power  or  discretion  to  admit  a  challenge  to  the  favor  ;  and  we 
except  finally  upon  the  ground  that  this  challenge  can  be  sustained, 
neither  upon  principal  cause  nor  favor;  that  it  can  not  be  considered  upon  any 
other  ground  than  the  question  of  fraud  in  the  juror,  which  question  we 
understand  your  Honor  not  to  have  passed  upon  and  not  to  have  sustained, 
and,  therefore,  we  except  upon  the  ground  that  no  such  proof  has  been  made 
out  to  your  Honor's  satisfaction. 

Judge  Neilson. — In  my  judgment,  if  a  juror  upon  being  examined  de 
clares  he  has  not  formed  or  expressed  any  opinion,  although  being  of  an 
inquiring  turn  of  mind  he  has  made  inquiries  and  has  argued  the  question 
with  his  neighbors,  and  so  is  received  upon  the  jury,  it  is  competent  after- 
ward, before  the  jury  is  finally  impanneled,  to  inquire  into  that  question  as  a 
question  of  fraud,  and  that  no  juror  can  by  disavowing  the  formation  or  ex- 
pression of  an  opinion  untruly  get  upon  the  jury  and  remain  there,  and  you 
take  the  exceptions  as  you  wish. 

Mr,  Shearman, — We  take  the  exceptions.  If  your  Honor  will  understand, 
we  do  not  object  to  your  statement  at  all. 

Mr,  Morrie. — We  ask  to  call  witnesses  upon  the  same  challenge  as  to  an- 
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other  juror  who  has  ^jassed  cxuiuinatiou.  I  will  state  to  your  Honor  that  we 
have  been  at  the  trouble  of  getting  the  witnesses  here  from  a  distance  of  fifty 
or  sixty  i^iles  in  the  country. 

wUDGB  Neilson. — It  must  appear  that  this  matter  to  which  you  purpose  to 
call  witnesses  has  come  to  your  knowledge  since  the  juror  has  been  accepted. 

Mr.  Morrin. — Precisely ;  I  will  state  this  to  the  court,  and  I  can  speak  for 
myself,  and  I  think  for  my  associates,  that  we  knew  not  a  single  name  that 
was  on  this  panel  until  we  came  into  the  court.  We  had  not  seen  the  list, 
and  knew  not  one  name  that  was  to  be  on  the  panel. 

Judge  Nbilson. — My  inquiry  was  whether  this  mattt^r  you  propose  aow 
to  inquire  into  came  to  your  knowledge  since  the  juror  took  his  seat. 

Mr.  Morris. — Certainly,  sir;  last  evening. 

Mr,  Tracy, — What  juror  is  it,  may  I  be  allowed  to  inquire  ? 

Mr.  Morris. — Stephen  Lewis. 

Robert  J.  Ticknor  was  then  called  and  sworn  as  a  witness  on  the  trial  of 
the  challenge  of  Stephen  Lewis. 

Mr.  ShearriKin. — We  do  not  intend  to  delay  your  Honor,  but  we  object, 
as  we  did  in  Mr.  Robinson's  case,  and  your  Honor  notes  our  exception  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Shearirum. — The  same  as  in  the  case  of  Mr.  Robinson. 

Mr.  EoarU. — We  understand  the  challenge  of  Mr,  Lewis  is  renewed. 

Mr.  Morrii. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Shear/nan. — Then  we  ask  that  the  ground  be  stated,  whether  it  is  for 
principal  cause  or  for  favor. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  you  have  a  right  to  ask. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  think  it  ought  not  to  be  when  it  is  the  mere  continuation  of 
the  examination  of  a  juror  who  was  admitted  under  the  original  understand- 
ing between  the  parties. 

Mr.  EvarLs. — It  is  wholly  in  your  Honor's  discretion  to  allow  this,  and  it 
is  also  in  your  Honor's  discretion  to  require  them  to  specify  which  ground  of 
challenge  they  call  witnesses  to. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  they  should  specify  which  ground  of  challenge. 

Mr.  Pryor. — But,  if  the  court  please,  it  is  in  your  Honor's  discretion  to 
exercise  that  inherent  power  which  exists  in  this  court  to  inquire  ai  any  time 
before  this  juror  is  impanncled  whether  the  court  has  not  been  imposed  upon. 
Your  Honor  has  a  right  to  this  investigation,  and  your  Honor  has  a  right  to 
permit  us  to  institute  it  upon  the  theory  that  the  court  has  been  imposed 
upon,  and  to  see  to  it  that  no  improper  juror  gets  into  that  panel  irrespective 
of  any  challenge  or  any  disposition  of  any  challenge  heretofore  made. 

Mr.  Etnrls. — Whenever  the  court  proceeds  sua  sponte^  I  shall  not  attempt 
to  regulate  its  action.  When  counsel  propose  motions  to  the  court,  we  snail 
ask  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  be  applied  to  control  their  action. 

Mr.  Pryor. — That  is  all  very  well,  but  my  observation  was  proper,  I  take 
it,  and  made  in  a  respectful  way.  I  say  the  court  has  the  inherent  power  to 
solicit  this  investigation,"  irrespective 

Judge  Neilson, — Well,  that  I  can  not  deny — that  I  have  the  inherent 
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power.  Of  coarse  it  would  be  impossible  to  deny  that;  but  when  this  juror 
was  examined  or  impanneled,  both  challenges  were  had  in  hand.  We  will 
regard  it  so  now,  if  necessary,  and  distinguish  in  the  end.  Will  you  proceed 
and  examine  the  witness  now  ? 

Mr,  MorrU, — [To  the  witness,  Ticknor.]  Where  do  you  reside  ?  A. 
Bricksburg,  Ocean  county,  N.  J. 

Q.  What  is  your  business  f    A.  Painter  and  paper-hanger. 

Q.  Also  justice  of  the  town  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  Mr.  Stephen  Lewi«»,  the  juror  ?    A.  Yea,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  known  him  f  A.  I  suppose  about  six  year»— fiye 
or  six. 

Q.  Have  yon  at  any  time  heard  him  express 

Mr,  Shearman. — One  moment.     What  was  that  question  f 

Mr,  Morris, — I  haven't  asked  it  yet 

Mr,  Eharts. — Well,  we  won't  have  any  leading  questions,  if  you  please. 
They  are  witnesses  now. 

Q.  Have  you,  or  have  you  not,  at  any  time  heard  Mr.  Lewis  express  an 
opinion  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  charges  against  Mr.  Beechcr  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Shearman, — One  moment;  we  object,  on  the  same  ground  we  did 
yesterday,  that  this  question  can  not  be  asked  until  Mr.  Lewis  lias  been  put 
upon  the  stand,  and  his  attention  called  to  this  particular  conversation. 

Judge  Nbilson. — I  decline  to  apply  that  technical  rule. 

Mr,  Sh*arman, — We  except. 

Q.  About  when  was  it  that  you  heard  him  express  that  opinion  9  A.  I 
heard  him  on  several  times. 

Q.  And  how  recently  ?  A.  Some  two  or  three  days  before  New  Year's,  I 
think.     It  was  one  or  two  days  before  New  Year's,  in  the  evening. 

Q.  Between  Christmas  and  New  Year's  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  last  time  ?    A.  The  last  time,  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  about  how  many  times  have  you  heard  him  express  his  opinion  with 
reference  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  charge  ?  A.  I  suppose  about  five  or 
8ix  times. 

Q.  And  in  the  expression  of  those  opinions,  what  was  their  nature,  decided 
or  otherwise  ?  A.  Well,  he  was  always  decided  to  be  a  champion  for  Mr. 
Beecher. 

Judge  Nbilsoit. — One  moment.     Don't  tell  which  way  he  is. 

Qp  No  ;  the  question  is  whether  his  opinions  were  decided  opinions,  or  not 
— positive  ?    A.  Yes,  sir,  always  decided. 

Q.  Always  decided  and  positive.  Have  you  heard  him  argue  the  matter  7 
A.  Yefl)  sir. 

Mr.  Evart9, — ^Don't  lead  him. 

Q.  Whereabouts  were  those  opinions  expressed  ?    A.  In  Mr.  Lewis's  own 


Q.  At  what  place  ?    A.  Bricksburg,  Ocean  county,  New  Jersey. 
Q.  About  how  far  is  that  from  here  ?    A.  I  suppose  in  the  neighborhood 
of  60  miles. 
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Q.  You  sent  me  a  telegram  yesterday  stating  these  facts,  didn't  you  ?    A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  how  wa^  your  attention  drawn  to  the  sulj^ject  then  ?  A.  By  the 
newspapers  and  our  citizens  speaking  of  tliis  case. 

Cross-examined  by  Mr.  Evarts, — Have  you  a  shop  of  your  own  there? 
A.  At  my  own  Iiou-^e,  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  how  long  have  you  lived  there  ?    A.  A  little  over  eight  years. 

Q.  What  acquaintance  have  you  with  Mr.  Ijcwis  ?  A.  Why,  I  saw  him 
sometimes  three  or  four  times  a  day,  and  in  the  evening. 

Q.  At  his  shop  and  yours  ?  A.  At  his  shop,  and  on  the  street,  and 
different  other  stores. 

Q.  That  is  the  bakery  ?     A.  Yes,  sir,  he  is  a  baker. 

Q.  You  mean  you  go  there  to  the  bakery  ?  A.  Well,  citizens — we  dropped 
in  in  the  evenings,  to  pass  away  an  hour  or  two  through  the  day. 

Q.  Now,  you  all  of  you  talked  there  about  this  case,  I  suppose,  more  or 
less  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anybody  down  there  that  has  not  taliced  about  this 
Beecher  case  ?  A.  Well,  it  was  a  general  conversation  at  times ;  whenever  the 
subject  was 

Q.  Can  you  n  une  now,  in  the  circle  of  your  acquaintance  in  that  village — 
if  it  be  a  village — one  that  has  not  talked  about  this  Beecher  case  ?  A.  Well, 
I  guess  there  is  a  great  many  that  I  never  heard  speak  of  it. 

Q.  Well,  I  ask  you  if  you  know  any  man  there  that  has  not  talked  about 
it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  how  did  you  find  that  out.  That  has  not  talked  with  you  ? 
A.  Well,  I  never  heard  him  say  anything. 

Q.  But  you  have  no  reason  to  think  that  he  has  not  talked  with  somebody 
on  the  subject  ?     A.  I  could  not  tell  that. 

Q.  Now,  did  you  ever  have  any  occasion  to  talk  with  Mr.  Lewis  on  thifi 
subject  except  a  casual  interest  ?  A.  No  more  than  the  general  conversation 
that  was  going  on. 

Q.  Same  as  you  would  with  anybody  else  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  is  there  any  other  conversation  than  this  within  a  short  time  that 
you  remember  the  circumstances  of,  and  what  was  said  ?  I  do  not  mean  that 
you  should  repeat  what  was  said,  but  was  there  any  conversation  that  is  present 
in  your  mind,  except  the  general  talk  about  the  matter  ?  A.  Well,  the  subject 
was  brought  up  by  parties  present,  and  Mr.  Lewis  took  part  in  the  conversatioil. 

Q.  And  you  expressed  opinions  ?     A.  I  did. 

Q.  And  the  other  people  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  Mr.  Lewis  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now  this  last  time  you  say  was  between  Christmas  and  New  Year's  ? 
A.  Somewhere  about  that  time. 

Q.  Well,  are  you  certain  ?  A.  I  could  not  say  the  precise  day  ;  it  was 
either  Wednesday  or  Thursday,  I  think,  if  I  am  not  mistaken. 

Q.  You  are  sure  it  was  between  Christmas  and  New  Year's  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  think  either  the  Wednesday  or  Thursday  before  New  Year's  ! 
A.  -Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  And  where  did  that  occur  ?    A.  In  Mr.  Lewis's  store. 

Q.  Was  anybody  there  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  ?  A.  Mr.  Freeland  and  Mr.  Marston«  Mr.  Lewis's  partner  ;  Mr. 
Brigham,  Mr.  George  Taylor,  I  believe,  and  myself;  that  is  all. 

Q.  Well,  was  the  conversation  excited  by  any  particular  occurrence  or  fact 
about  the  case  that  had  arisen  just  then  ?  A.  Nothing  more  than  the  subject 
was  brought  up  in  reference  to  the  newspaper  reports;  that  is  all. 

Q.  Well,  was  there  anything  about  the  jury,  or  anything  of  that  kind  ? 
A.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarti, — I  do  not  know  when  Mr.  Lewis  was  served;  I  do  not  kn«w 
whether  that  has  appeared,  if  your  Honor  please — the  day  he  was  served. 

Q.  It  had  not,  however,  anything  to  do  with  that  about  the  jury  ?  A. 
Xo,  sir. 

Q.  Or  about  Mr.  Lewis  being  on  the  panel,  or  anything  of  that  kind  t 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Was  there  anything  said  about  the  jury,  or  anything  of  that  kind  ? 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  I  do  not  know  when  Mr.  Lewis  was  served ;  I  do  not  know  that  that 
appears;  it  had  nothing  to  do  with  that  about  the  jury  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  about  Mr.  Lewis  being  on  the  panel,  or  anything  of  that  kind  ?  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  all  of  you  express  opinions  then  ?  A.  I  do  not  think  that  we 
did. 

Q.  You  might  all,  I  suppose;  you  all  took  a  hand  in  the  conversation  ?  A. 
Just  as  conversation  generally  takes  place ;  one  has  a  say,  and  another  one 
has  his  say. 

Q.  You  do  not  remember  how  many  expressed  opinions,  or  how  many  did 
not,  except  that  Mr.  Lewis  did  ?    A.  Mr.  Lewis  and  myself. 

Q.  Did  you  differ  in  opinion  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  has  that  generally  been  your  conversation  on  one  side  and  the 
the  other  of  the  case  ?    A.  Not  at  all  times. 

Q.  How  long  was  this  conversation  between  Christmas  and  New  Year's  t 
A.  This  last  time  ? 

Q.  Yes.     A.  I  suppose  for  about  three-quarters  of  an  hour  or  an  hour. 

Q.  As  long  as  that  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  time  of  day  was  it  ?    A.  In  the  evening. 

Q.  Sitting  around  the  fire?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  not  talk  all  that  time  about  the  Beecher  case,  did  you  ?  A.  I 
suppose  on  the  Beecher  case  we  spoke  about  30  minutes;  I  guess  in  the  neigh- 
)K>rhood  of  that. 

Q.  What  did  you  talk  about  the  other  quarter  of  an  hour  f  A.  I  guess 
several  things. 

Q.  You  do  not  remember  about  that;  there  was  no  excitement  between 
you,  was  there  ?    A.  I  think  Mr.  Lewis  got  quite  excited. 

Q.  Did  you  get  excited  also  ?  A.  I  did  not  get  excited  until  he  referred 
to  things  that  had  nothing  al  all  to  do  with  the  case. 

Q.  When  he  introduced  irrelevant  matter  then  you  got  excited,  but  what 
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really  related  to  the  case  did  not  disturb  you  ?  A.  It  did  not  disturb  me;  it 
seemed  to  disturb  Mr.  Lewis. 

Q.  You  didn't  finally  get  excited  ?  A.  Not  until  he  referred  to  other  things. 

Q.  You  did  get  excited  ?    A.  Afterward ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  At  what  stage  of  the  half  hour's  discussion  did  you  get  excited  t  A. 
Toward  the  latter  part  of  it. 

Q.  About  15  minutes  or  30  ?    A.  About  the  last  3  or  4  minutea 

Q.  When  did  he  get  excited  ?    A.  About  the  middle  of  it. 

Q.  You  kept  cool  10  minutes  after  he  got  excited  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  been  something  of  a  champion  on  the  Tilton  side  of  thii 
business  ?    A.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  You  have  been  impartial  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  telegraphed  this ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  to  Mr.  Wallace  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  volunteered,  therefore,  in  the  matter  ?  A.  I  did  not  volunteer ;  I  did 
not  suppose  I  should  be  sent  for;  I  thought  it  was  an  act  of  justice  to  telegraph. 

Q.  But  still  you  did  volunteer — no  one  came  to  you  ?  A.  There  were 
se7<)ral  came  to  me  and  spoke  to  me  about  telegraphing. 

Q.  They  did  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then  there  is  a  faction  down  there  ?  A.  No  faction  at  all  about  it  ;  the 
citizens  had  heard  the  way  Mr.  Lewis  had  expressed  himself,  and  they  thought 
it  an  injustice  to  this  case  to  allow  him  to  sit  here  as  a  juror,  and  that  is  the 
reason  they  took  this  course. 

Q.  And  they  put  you  forward  to  make  this  telegram  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  not  expect  to  be  called  as  a  witness  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  did  not  at 
the  time. 

Q .  Does  any  subpoena  run  over  to  New  Jersey  to  make  people  come  here  ? 

Mr,  MorrU. — That  is  a  legal  question,  I  submit. 

JuDOB  Neilson. — He  came  voluntarily. 

James  B.  Frebla^d,  called  as  a  witness  on  the  trial  of  the  challenge  of 
Mr,  LeiciSj  and  sworn. 

Mr,  Morris. — Where  do  you  reside  ?    A.  Bricksburg,  Ocean  County,  N.  J. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  resided  there  ?    A.  About  five  years. 

Q.  What  is  your  business  ?    A.  Sash  and  blind  manufacturer. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  Stephen  Lewis  ?    A.  I  am. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  known  him  ?    A.  About  five  years. 

Q.  Have  you,  or  have  you  not,  at  any  time  heard  him  express  his  opinion 
with  reference  to  the  merits  of  the  charge  against  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  I  have. 

Q.  When  was  the  last  time,  as  near  as  you  can  state  ?  A.  I  am  very 
positive  it  was  the  last  night  of  the  year  1874. 

Q.  The  31  »t  of  December  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Ticknor  present  at  that  time  ?    A.  He  was. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  him  express  his  opinions  on  other  occasions  t  A. 
Several  times. 

Q.  Will  you  state  whether  the  opinions  were  of  a  positive  nature  t  A.  I 
have  always  judged  so,  sir. 
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Q.  Did  yon  know  whether  he  had  been  summoned  as  a  juror  at  that  time  ? 
A..  I  did  not. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  Mr.  Lewis  discuss  this  subject  with  his  partner  and 
other  parties  ?    X.  I  have. 

Q.  On  more  than  one  occasion  ?     A.  Several  occasions. 

Q.  And  what  was  the  nature  of  those  discussions — animated  ?  A.  Well,  in 
some  cases  they  would  be.  On  this  night  that  I  speak  of,  the  last  night  of  the 
year,  he  was  a  good  deal  animated  about  it. 

Q.  And  expressed  his  opinion  with  a  good  deal  of  positiveness  ?  A.  Yes, 
eir. 

Q.  Did  you  know  of  the  t<>legram  being  sent  ?    A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  You  came  over  here  on  request  ?    A.  I  did. 

Q.  Mr.  Ticknor  spoke  to  you  about  coming  ?  A.  Mr.  Tlcknor  came  to  my 
house,  and  that  was  the  first  I  knew  anything  about  the  affair. 

Q.  Did  he  show  you  a  telegram  he  had  received  ?    A.  He  did. 

Mr.  Emrts, — Has  this  matter  been  talked  about  down  at  Bricksburg  a  good 
deal  ?    A.  Quite  a  good  deal. 

Q.  For  the  last  three  or  four  months,  I  suppose  ?  A.  Yes  sir;  ever  since 
almost  it  first  came  out. 

Q.  And  whenever  there  came  out  a  new  paper  you  would  talk  about  that, 
I  suppose  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  following  that  down  you  read  everything  out  ?  A.  We  are  people 
that  read  everjrtliiug  we  can  get  a  hold  of. 

Q.  And  you  talked  about  it  more  or  less  ?    A.  More  or  less. 

Q.  Did  you  take  part  in  this  conversation  on  the  last  night  of  the  year  ? 
A.  Not  at  all. 

Q.  Were  you  not  of  the  company  ?  A.  I  was  in  the  company ;  the  con- 
versation was  entirely  between  Mr.  Lewis  and  Mr.  Ticknor  at  that  time 

Q.  And  did  they  both  get  animated  ?  A.  Well.  I  could  not  say  I  thought 
Mr.  Ticknor  was  very  much  excited  over  it;  he,  of  course,  after  there  was  a 
thrust  made  at  him  about  another  matter,  why,  it  made  him  feel,  perhaps,  a 
little  irritated. 

Q.  A  tlirust  did  you  say  ?    A.  It  was  thrown  as  regards  other  parties. 

Q.  That  made  him  mad  ?  A.  I  can  not  say  that  he  was  particularly  mad ; 
he  felt  it  a  little. 

Q.  Considerably  mad — he  was  mad  ?  A.  I  didnH  consider  him  mad,  what 
I  call  a  mad  person. 

Q.  What  did  you  call  him  ?  A.  A  man  mad,  he  generally  gets  up  and 
moves  around  sometimes  and  talks  pretty  loud. 

Q.  Was  he  angry  ?    A.  No,  I  don't  know  that  he  was  angry. 

JuDGB  Neilson. — Was  he  vexed  ?    A.  He  was  a  little  vexed. 

Mr,  EwirU, — But  placid  still  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  did  this  discussion  last  between  Mr.  Ticknor  and  Mr.  Lewis  7 
A-  I  could  not  tell  you,  for  I  came  away  before  they  finished  up ;  I  left  before 
they  finished  up ;  I  could  not  tell  you  how  long. 

Q.  You  don't  know  how  the  auger  went  on  finally  ?  A.  No;  I  can  not 
tell. 
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Q.  This  was  a  neighbors*  meeting,  I  suppose,  the  last  night  of  the  year  ? 
A.  Where  we  generally  go  to  get  our  bread  and  such  things;  we  frequently 
meet  there. 

Q.  Was  it  in  the  shop  ?    A.  It  was  in  the  store. 

Q.  And  was  it  an  interview  of  customers  that  were  there,  or  hx>w  was  it  ? 
A.  As  I  said  before,  there  was  but  Mr.  Ticknor  and  the  other  gentleman  held 
any  part  in  it. 

Q.  It  was  a  social  meeting  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  It  was  in  the  baker^s  shop  ?    A.  Tcs,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach, — ^I  have  an  affidavit  which,  with  permission,  I  will  submit  to 
your  Honor  in  regard  to  a  witness  who  could  testify  on  this  subject,  as  we 
understand,  in  regard  to  an  opinion  upon  the  merits  expressed  in  this  matter 
by  Mr.  Lewis  since  he  was  sworn  iu  as  a  juryman.  Will  your  Honor  look  at 
the  affidavit,  and  say  whether  it  is  proper  to  keep  the  question  open  to  obtain 
that  witness,  who  can  not  be  secured  to  day  ? 

Mr,  Ecarts, — We  are  entitled  to  see  that  affidavit  I  think. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  dou't  think  you  are  entitled  to  see  it,  but  I  don't  object  to 
your  seeing  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — Do  you  wish  to  be  heard  on  the  subject  of  the  fitness  of 
the  juror,  or  what  shall  be  done,  if  anything,  in  regard  to  him  ? 

Mr,  Evarts. — In  regard  to  Mr.  Lewis  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes. 

Mr,  Ecarts, — We  will  recall  Mr.  Lewis. 

Stephen  Lewis  recalled. 

Mr.  Evarts, — You  have  heard  your  neighbors  here  testify!  A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  You  know  them  ?    A.  Yes,  sir,  both. 

Q.  And  they  were  in  the  habit  of  coming  to  yi»ur  shop  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  They  were  customers,  were  they  ?  A.  Well — ^yes,  sir,  they  were  custo- 
mers. 

Q.  They  have  talked  about  your  discussions  in  this  Beecher  matter  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  have  you  to  say  on  that  subject  ?  A.  If  I  can  tell  my  story  I 
would  like  to  tell  it. 

Mr.  Evarta. — Ver>-  well,  go  on. 

The  Juror.— Mr.  Ticknor  is  in  the  habit  of  coming  into  the  store  and 
talking  about  everybody ;  that  is  his  habit,  and  if  you  want  proof  of  that  I 
can  get  it,  and  even  about  me  v  he  came  in  there  that  evening  and  he  began 
talking,  and  the  first  word  he  stAd  was,  *'The  Beecher  trial  won't  come  off;" 
I  said,  **You  don't  know  whether  it  will  come  off  or  not;  you  had  better 
wait  and  see." 

Mr,  Beach, — ^Is  this  course  of  narrative  to  take  place  ?  If  he  gives  the 
conversation,  or  any  part  of  it,  we  are  entitled  to  the  whole  of  it;  I  make  no 
objection  to  that  course  of  inquiry,  but  I  wish  to  understand  that  we  can 
pursue  it  with  other  witnesses. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  know  whether  the  coansel  intended  to  ask  the 
gentleman  to  give  the  conversation  or  not. 
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Mr.  Bvarts, — The  juror  has  absohitely  been  impeached  before  your  Honor, 
and  I  put  him  on  the  stand  to  give  his  statement  concerning  the  occurrences 
upon  which  these  neighbors  of  his  testified. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  can  examine  him  fully. 

Mr.  Evartn.  -The  only  point  excluded,  and  that  is  properly  excluded,  is 
what  his  opinions  were,  aa  expressed. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Beach, — I  trust  your  Honor  will  not  announce  that  as  a  ruling  in  the 
case.  If  this  witness  is  to  be  permitted  to  give  any  part  of  the  conversation  re- 
lating to  the  merits  of  this  controversy,  I  am  sure  you  will  not  rule  we  are  not 
entitled  to  give  the  whole  of  it;  and  if  that  precedent  is  established  with 
regard  to  this  witness,  I  suppose  we  would  be  entitled  to  recall  the  witnesses 
who  have  already  testified,  and  have  from  them  a  narrative  of  what  transpired. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  will  see  what  the  counsel  desires  to  call  out. 

Mr.  Bvarts. — State  what  tran9j)ired,  omitting  any  opinion  of  yours  or  the 
witnesses  about  the  Beecher  and  Tilton  matter. 

The  Juror. — That  is,  either  side  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir,  as  to  the  merita;  what  they  were.  A.  Mr.  Ticknor  com- 
menced talking  about  this  case,  and  I  told  him  he  had  no  business  to  talk 
anything  about  it  until  after  it  was  tried;  it  was  time  enough  then  to  know 
who  was  guilty  and  who  was  not;  and  he  went  on  and  made  statements  that 
he  knew  certain  parties  were  guilty,  because  his  friends  had  told  him  so  and  so. 

Q.  Other  people?  A.  The  people — his  friends;  I  told  him  he  knew 
nothing  about  the  case,  and  neither  one  of  us  knew  anything  about  the  case; 
that  I  didn't  believe  the  statement  he  told  me  was  true,  and  he  got  offended 
about  it,  and  at  last  I  told  him  I  didn^t  want  him  to  come  there  and  talk 
in  that  way ;  he  even  talked  about  me  and  others,  and  I  didn't  want  to  hear 
any  more  of  his  talk ;  I  didn't  make  any  statement  thai  Mr.  Beecher  was 
guilty  or  innocent;  I  made  a  statement  that  he  didn't  know  whether  he  was 
or  not,  and  that  I  didn't  know,  and  that  we  could  tell  better  after  the  trial; 
that  is  the  statement  that  I  made. 

Mr.  Bearh. — Did  you  hear  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Freeland  ?    A.  I  did. 

Q.  Did  you  on  that  occasion,  the  last  day  of  the  past  year,  at  your  store, 
express  an  opinion  upon  the  merits  of  this  charge  against  Mr.  Beecher?  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  not  ?    A.  Not  whether  I  thought  he  was  guilty  or  innocent. 

Q.  Upon  the  merits  of  the  charge  ?  A.  I  suppose  that  is  what  I  consider 
the  merits. 

Q.  That  is  as  to  whether  or  not  he  had  committed  any  act  of  adultery 
socb  as  is  charged  against  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  not  express  any  opinion  on  that  point  ?  A.  I  did  not  on  that 
pointy  whether  be  was  guilty  or  not  guilty. 

Q.  Against  whom  did  Mr.  Ticknor  make  any  charge  upon  that  occasion  ? 
A.  I  didn't  know  as  I  was  allowed  to  tell  that;  I  thought  I  was  not  to  tell 
who  the  charges  were  against.     I  am  willing  to  tell. 

JuDOB  Neilson. — You  can  name  the  person. 

The  Juror, — He  made  the  charge  against  Mr.  Beecher. 
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JTr.  Beach. — Against  whom,  other  than  Mr.  BeecherorMr.  Tilton,  did  hf 
make  any  charge  ?    A.  Nothing  in  particular  then  at  that  time. 

Q.  How  did  this  conversation  open  ?  A.  It  opened  by  his  making  a 
statement  that  he  knew  a  certain  party  was  guilty,  because  friends  of  his  had 
told  him  so;  that  they  had  seen  through  the  windows  such  and  such  things. 

Q.  You  seem  to  have  some  little  spirit  about  this  question  ?  A.  I  do, 
about  anything  that  I  think  is  wrong;  I  think  a  person  has  no  business  to 
talk  about  folks  until  they  know  something  about  them — either  party. 

Q.  You  have  not,  either  with  your  partner  or  with  these  gentlemen  who 
have  been  sworn,  talked  for  or  against  either  of  these  parties,  then  ?  A.  I 
never  said 

Q.  Have  you  talked  for  or  against  either  of  these  parties  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ; 
I  have. 

Q.  Then  you  do  talk  for  or  against  people  ?  A.  Not  on  the  merits  of  the 
case — not  on  whether  he  is  guilty  or  innocent. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Leonard  K.  Cluff  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Now,  Mr.  Beach,  I  think  we  will  look  at  that  affidavit. 

Jfr,  Beach. — As  a  matter  of  courtesy  I  will  let  you  look  at  it. 

Mr,  Evarts. — I  will  look  at  it  as  a  matter  of  courtesy. 

Mr,  Beach. — I  don't  think  you  are  entitled  to  it,  but  you  can  look  at  it  as 
a  matter  of  courtesy. 

JuDOB  Neilson. — The  counsel  ought  to  see  it,  inasmuch  as  I  have  seen  it. 

Q.  Did  you,  in  his  presence,  on  or  about  the  1st  day  of  this  month, 
erpress  any  opinion  or  belief  of  your  own  in  regard  to  Mr.  Beecher  being 
innocent  ?    A.  Not  that  I  know  of,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  swear  that  you  didn't  ?     A.  To  Mr.  Cluff  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir ;  in  the  presence  of  Leonard  K.  Cluff  ?  A.  I  don't  think 
I  did. 

Q.  Do  you  swear  that  you  didn't  ?     A.  To  the  guilt  or  innocence  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  No,  not  guilt ;  I  dou*t  put  it  in  that  form.  Did  you  to  that  gentle- 
man, on  or  about  the  time  I  mention,  express  any  opinion  or  belief  in  regard 
to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?     A.  Nothing  more  than 

Q.  I  don't  want  **  nothing  more  than ;  "  I  want  an  answer,  yes  or  no  !  A. 
I  will  answer  it  yes  or  no,  but  I  want  to  answer  it  as  I  said  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  are  bound  to  answer  this  question,  and  you  can 
explain  afterward. 

The  Juror, — ^I  want  to  answer  it  in  a  way  that  it  will  be  understood. 

Mr,  Beach. — Did  you  to  that  gentleman,  or  in  his  presence,  on  the  occa- 
sion I  have  mentioned,  express  any  opinion  or  belief  in  regard  to  the  inno- 
cence of  Henry  Ward  Beecher  ?    A.  I  don't  think  I  did. 

Q.  Do  you  swear  you  did  not  ?    A.  I  have  sworn  that  I  did  not. 

Q.  Will  you  swear  that  you  did  not  ?  A.  Not  what  I  should  understand 
as  an  opinion. 

Q.  Do  you  understand  my  question  ?    A.  I  understand  your  question,  bfiit 
I  don't  understand  what  you  want  to  make  from  it. 

Q    I  want  you  to  answer  that  question.    A.  I  have  answered  it. 
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Q.  Will  yoa  swear  positively  that  you  did  not !  A.  What  is  the  rest  of 
it  ?     I  want  to  hear  the  whole  of  it. 

Q.  The  question  I  put  to  you  was  whether  you,  to  Leonard  K.  Cluff,  or 
in  his  presence,  on  the  occai^ion  I  have  mentioned,  expressed  any  opinion  or 
not  in  regard  to  the  innocence  of  Henry  Ward  Beecher  ?  A.  No  belief  nor 
no  statement  of  that  kind  that  I  believed. 

Q.  Any  opinion  or  belief  I  said,  sir  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  not  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  swear  positively  you  did  not  ?  A.  I  do,  not  as  an  opinion  or 
belief. 

Q.  I  asked  you  whether  you  expressed  an  opinion  or  belief  in  regard  to 
the  innocence  of  Henry  Ward  Beecher  ?    A.  I  answered  it. 

Q.  Answer  it  now  ?     A.  Opinion  or  belief  t 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  Have  you  had  repeated  discussions  upon  this  subject  with  your  part- 
ner ?    A.  My  partner  has  held  discussions,  more  or  less. 

Q.  Have  you  not  held  discussions  with  him  ?  A.  Not  as  to  the  merits  of 
the  case,  I  have  not ;  I  have  held  discussions  with  him. 

Q.  Have  you  had  discussions  with  him  upon  the  question  whether  or  not 
Mr.  Beecher  was  innocent  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  I  have  had  questions. 

Q.  You  have  had  discussions  with  him  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  have  had  discus- 
sions. 

Q.  I  understand  you  to  say  that  you  have  had  discussions  with  your 
partner  in  regard  to  the  inn(x^ence  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  those  been  frequent  ?    A.  He  speaks  about  it  frequently. 

Q.  Have  those  discussions  been  frequent  ?  A.  Not  very  frequent,  because 
I  have  not  been  there  a  good  deal  of  the  time. 

Q.  How  many  times  should  you  think  T  A.  I  could  not  tell  how  many 
times.     He  speaks  of  it  frequently. 

Q.  About  how  often  have  those  discussions  occurred  ?  A.  It  is  a  matter 
I  could  not  t«H  you  about,  how  often. 

Q.  You  Sflid  they  were  not  very  frequent  ?     A.  Not  very. 

Q.  I  want  to  get  your  idea  of  frequency,  and,  therefore,  I  ask  you  about 
how  often  they  have  occurred  ?  A.  Well,  occasionally,  once  in  a  week  or 
two,  perhaps. 

Q.  For  what  period — from  the  commencement  of  this  matter?  A.  I 
have  made  up  my  mind  not  to  argue  with  him  much;  I  don't  say  much 
to  him. 

Q.  You  have  said  perhaps  once  in  a  week  or  two,  and  I  usk  covering 
what  period  of  time — the  last  year  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  should  think  it  has  been 
a  year  since  we  commenced  about  it. 

Q.  You  and  your  partner  were  of  different  opinions  upon  the  subject, 
were  you  not  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  different  opinions  on  some  parts  of  it. 

Q.  Were  you  of  different  opinions  upon  the  subject  in  regard  to  which 
this  discussion  was  had,  the  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  never  formed 
any  opinion  in  regard  to  it. 

Mr,  Beach. — I  didn't  ask  you  whether  you  had  formed  any  opinion. 
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Mr,  EvarU, — It  ia  a  proi>er  answer. 

Mr.  Beach, — ^I  submit  it  is  not. 

Mr,  Evarts. — You  make  hitn  assume  there  was  a  difference  of  opinion,  and 
he  says  he  has  none. 

Mr,  Beftch, — On  the  contrary,  the  witness  answered  a  moment  ago  there 
was  a  difference  of  opinion. 

The  Juror, — Yes,  sir;  but  this  was  of  innocence  or  guilt.  I  didn't  mean 
to  be  understood  as  saying  any  such  thing. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  ask  you  if  the  opinions  of  yourself  and  your  partner,  as 
expressed  in  these  discussions,  differed?  A.  They  would  on  some  points; 
yes,  sir. 

Q.  Will  you  state  a  point  upon  which  they  differed  ?  A.  Well,  they  would 
be  points  he  would  bring  up  about  some  particular  thing. 

Q.  I  want  to  know  upon  what  particular  subject  you  differed  ?  A.  I  was 
trying  to  tell  you. 

Q.  Can  you  mention  one  subject  upon  which  you  and  your  partner  differed 
other  than  the  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher? 

Mr.  Tracy. — That  assumes  they  did  differ  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  Beach. — It  assumes  no  such  thing.  [To  the  juror.]  Can  you  mention 
any  subject  upon  which  you  and  your  partner  differed  in  opinion  other  than 
the  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher?  A.  When  my  partner  said  a  certain  party 
was  guilty  I  have  always  argued  that  he  did  not  know,  not  that  I  knew 
whether  he  did  or  did  not. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  move  to  strike  out  that  answer. 

Mr.  EvarU. — Counsel  has  no  right  to  make  question  and  answer  both. 

Mr.  Beach, — That  remark  is  made  with  great  emphasis,  but  I  don't  see  the 
pertinency  of  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  I  will  let  it  stand. 

Q.  Can  you  mention  any  subject  connected  with  this  controversy  upon 
which  you  and  your  partner  differed,  except  that  of  the  innocence  of  Mr. 
Beecher  ?  A.  I  want  to  understand  the  question,  and  then  I  will  answer  it. 
The  question  you  ask  is  whether  we  have  had  any  arguments  or  any  conversa- 
tions except  on  the  innocence  or  guilt. 

Mr.  Beach. — No,  that  was  not  the  question.  You  have  not  got  within 
gunshot  of  it. 

The  Juror, — I  would  like  to  hear  it  again. 

Q.  Can  you  now  mention  any  subject  connected  with  this  controversy 
upon  which  you  and  your  partner  differed  in  opinion  except  the  subject  or 
question  of  the  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?  Can  you  now  mention  one  ? 
A.  I  think  I  can. 

Q.  What  was  it  t  A.  I  think  there  has  been  talk  about  things— aboat 
this  affair  that  I  did  not  agree  with  him  about. 

Q.  I  want  to  know  what  it  was;  I  want  you  to  mention  it. 

JuDOE  Neilson. — What  was  the  point — the  topic  ? 

Mr,  i?par^«. —He  says  he  has  answered  that.  It  was  on  the  very  point 
whether  he  had  a  right  to  make  up  his  mind. 

Mr.  Fftllerton, — ^The  witness  will  get  on  without  that. 
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Mr.  Beach, — Your  Honor  can  very  well  see  the  object  of  that  interruption. 
Perhaps  it  may  effect  its  object,  and  instruct  the  witness. 

Jxn>OE  Neilson. — No,  that  is  not  intended. 

Mr,  Be(u^. — Your  Honor  has  a  right  to  assume  that.  I  have  a  right  to  indulge 
my  own  opinion  on  that  subject.     [To  the  juror.]    Well,  sir,  we  are  waiting. 

The  Juror, — Well,  so  be  I. 

Judge  Neilson. — Perhaps  the  witness  does  not  remember  your  question. 

The  Jurnr. — I  am  not  very  clear  of  comprehension,  I  believe,  to  day ;  I 
don't  think  I  am. 

Mr,  Beach. — You  don't  understand  the  question.  You  are  not  very  clear 
of  comprehension  to-day  ?  A.  I  don't  exactly  understand  what  your  question 
is;  if  I  did,  I  would  try  and  answer  it. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  have  exhausted  my  intelligence  in  an  endeavor  to  make  you 
comprehend  it,  and  I  will  leave  it  as  it  is. 

Mr.  Etarts.—ls  that  all  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — Yes,  sir,  that  being  the  only  side  of  the  case  on  which 
counsel  can  make  themselves  understood. 

Mr.  Beach. — When  were  you  summoned  as  a  juror  ?  A.  My  wife  sent  a 
sammons  to  me  to  Bricksburg. 

Q.  When  did  you  receive  it  ?    A.  I  received  it  on  Friday. 

Q.  What  day  of  the  month  was  that?  A.  I  think  the  first  day  of  the 
month.     I  received  it  Friday  night. 

Mr.  EvarU. — ^Friday  night  you  received  your  summons?  A.  I  think  it 
was;  and  then  I  had  a  letter  from  my  wife  on  Saturday  noon. 

Q.  That  is  the  first  you  knew  about  it  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  the  first  I 
knew  about  that. 

Judge  Nedlson. — [To  the  juror.]  It  was  served  at  your  residence  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir;  it  was  served  here  in  Brooklyn,  and  then  it  was  sent  to  me. 

Mr,  Evarts. — 0|i  your  original  examination  you  said  this:  **Q.  Have 
you  formed  an  opinion?  A.  No,  sir,  I  think  not;  I  think  I  have  said  this 
much,  that  I  presumed  every  man  innocent  until  he  is  proved  guilty.  I  tliink 
I  have  not  expressed  any  opinion."  Is  that  your  opinion?  A.  Yes,  sir;  on 
the  merits  of  the  case  that  is  the  truth,  whether  he  was  guilty  or  not  guilty. 

Q.  As  to  you  and  your  partner,  was  the  point  on  that  subject  of  whether 
you  knew  enough  to  form  an  opinion  ?  A.  Yes,  sir,  it  has  been  the  subject. 
I  told  him  I  did  not  think  he  had  any  right  to  form  an  opinion,  nor  I  either, 
until  the  case  was  tried;  I  argued  in  that  way. 

Q.  Did  your  partner  agree  to  that  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — I  object  to  that  question. 

Mr,  Etarts. — ^I  won't  insist  on  it.  [To  the  juror.]  Have  you  formed  or 
expressed  an  opinion  concerning  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A. 
I  never  have  formed  any  opinion  or  expressed  any,  that  he  was  guilty  or  not 
guilty. 

Mr.  Beach. — And  never  have  formed  or  expressed  an  opinion  as  to  his 
innocence  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  said  this  much:  I  said  I  had  seen  nothing  in  the 
eTidence  that  I  could  make  up  my  mind  upon  that  he  was  guilty. 

Judge  Nbilsok. — [To  the  juror.]   What  was  the  statemeiit  you  made  ?   A. 
X.— 15 
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The  statement  I  made  was  that  I  had  not  made  up  my  mind  whether  he  was 
guilty  or  not,  and  that  I  thought  no  one  else  had  a  right  to  do  so,  and  I 
argued  that  with  my  partner. 

Mr,  Beach. — Is  this  witness  rendering  an  argument? 

Judge  Nbilron. — No,  he  is  making  an  explanation. 

J.  H.  Freeland  was  recalled. 

Mr,  Etarts. — We  object  to  this  witness  being  recalled. 

Judge  Neilson, — What  is  the  point  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — The  point  is  to  recall  this  witness,  after  the  juryman  has  been 
heard,  to  sec  if  he  has  any  change  of  recollection,  which  is  exceedingly  proper. 

Mr.  EvarU. — That  I  object  to.  I  believe  that  is  a  well-settled  proposition 
of  law,  that  you  can  not  have  the  last  say  on  the  same  point,  for  I  will  recall 
him  again,  and  then  we  will  go  on  in  that  way  indefinitely. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  general  rule  is  as  Mr.  Evarts  says. 

Mr,  Betich. — Not  where  witnesses  primarily  differ  on  the  question  of  im- 
peachment, or  as  to  declaration.  It  is  the  uniform  practice  to  recall  them 
and  let  them,  understanding  the  testimony  of  each  one,  refresh,  and  perhaps 
rectify,  their  recollections. 

Mr.  Evarft. — I  think  not. 

Jfr.  Btaeh. — It  was  the  constant  practice  of  Judge  Cowe.n  to  let  witnesses 
stand  together  upon  questions  of  this  character  on  the  witness-stand,  and  let 
them  explain  as  between  themselves,  and  there  is  eminent  justice  in  that.*  [To 
the  witness.]    You  have  heard  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Lewis  in  regard  to  the 

*  Mr.  Justice  Cowen,  in  his  note  to  2  Phil,  on  £v.  774,  quotes  the  rule  stated 
by  TiNDAL,  C.  J.  in  Angus  v.  Smith  {1  Mood.  &  Malk.  473),  *'  that  before  you  can 
contradict  a  witness,  by  showing  that  he  has  at  some  other  time  8aid  something 
inconsistent  with  his  present  evidence,  you  must  ask  him  as  to  time,  place,  and 
person  involved  in  the  supposed  contradiction  ;  "  and  that  '*  it  is  not  enough  to 
ask  him  the  general  question,  whether  he  has  ever  said  so  and  so," — and  goes  on 
to  say,  "  The  editor  [meaning  himself]  can  not  speak  from  any  extensive  knowl- 
edge as  to  the  practice  on  this  head  in  the  American  courts.  So  far  as  he  has 
been  acquainted  with  the  practice,  and  eppecially  where  he  has  had  any  control 
in  the  conduct  of  it,  he  has  uniformly  observed  a  very  strict  conformity  to  the 
above  rule  of  Angus  v.  Smith,  not  unfrequently  ordering  both  the  principal  and 
opposing  witness  upon  the  stand  at  the  same  time,  and  directing  the  question  to 
be  specifically  repeated  and  explained,  sometimes  instituting  a  kind  of  colloquy 
between  the  witnesses." 

Mr.  Taylor  says  (2  Taylor  on  Ev.  1279,  §  1332),  "  In  former  times,  when  the 
evidence  of  witneBses  called  on  opposite  sides  was  directly  oonflicting,  the  court 

would  often  direct  that  the  witne»8e«  should  be  cow/ron<«S This 

practice  which  is  still  recognized  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Ck>arts  and  Courts  of 
Probute,  and  which  prevails  larc^ely  in  the  Ck>unty  Courts,  where  it  is  often 
productive  of  highly  useful  results,  has,  for  some  unexplained  reason,  grown 
into  comparative  disuse  at  nisi  prius.  This  is  to  be  regretted  ;  for  the  practice 
certainly  affords  an  excellent  opportunity  of  contrasting  the  demeanor  of  the 
opposing  witnesses,  and  of  thus  testing  the  credit  due  to  each,  while  it  aloo 
furnishes  the  means  of  explaining  away  an  apparent  contradiction,  or  of 
rectifying  a  mistake,  where  both  witnesses  have  intended  to  state  nothing  but 
the  truth." 

In  Annesley  v.  Anglesea  (17  How.  St.  Tr.  1350)  four  witnesses,  whose  teeti- 
mony  was  conflicting,  were  placed  together  on  the  witness-stand  for  the  purpose 
of  confronting  them  with  each  other. 

The  confronting  of  witnessea  ia  also  sanctioned  by  Mr.  Stephen  in  his  Common- 
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converBations  about  which  you  and  others  have  spoken.  "Will  you  please  state 
whether  or  not  your  recollection  is  changed  upon  the  qu(\stion  whether  or  not 
Mr.  Lewis,  upon  the  occasion  to  which  you  referred,  expressed  an  opinion 
upon  the  question  of  the  gnilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Mr,  EvarU. — Don't  answer,  Mr.  Witness.  I  object  to  that  question,  and 
will  take  your  Honor's  ruling  on  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  he  may  answer  it. 

Mr,  Evarts, — We  except. 

The  Juror. — Ask  the  question  again. 

Q.  The  question  is  whether,  after  hearing  the  statement  of  Mr.  Lewis, 
your  recollection  is  in  any  way  changed  upon  the  question  whether  or  not  Mr. 
Lewis,  upon  the  occasions  you  referred  to,  expressed  an  opinion  as  to  the 
guilt  or  innocence  of  Mr.  Beecher?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  It  is  not  changed  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — Do  you  wish  to  be  heard  on  the  question  as  to  whethei 
this  juror  shall  stand  aside  or  not  ? 

Mr.  Etarts. — If  the  court  please,  there  can  be,  possibly,  no  greater  evidence 
of  intelligence  and  integrity  than  this  juryman  has  shown,  and  all  the  dis- 
paragement that  has  been  brought  against  him  in  regard  to  discussions  con- 
cerning the  general  subject  of  the  Tilton-Beecher  case,  or  the  Tilton-Beecher 
trial,  ends  precisely  as  it  ended  when  he  was  examined  by  himself  yesterday, 
that  he  hud  formed  and  expressed  no  opinion  on  the  merits  of  the  guilt  or 
innocence,  but  had  only  gone  so  far  as  to  say  that  a  man  shall  be  presumed 
innocent  until  he  is  proved  guilty,  and  rebuked  the  rash  judgment 
of  those  who  had  volunteered  opinicms  without  true  evidence  before 
them. 

Mr,  Shearman. — May  it  please  your  Honor,  I  rise  at  the  first  opportunity 
when  there  is  any  applause  on  our  side  to  request  that  it  may  never  be 
allowed  under  any  circumstances.  We  wish  to  maintain,  as  I  know  your 
Honor  does,  the  true  dignity  of  a  court  of  justice. 

Judge  NEHiSON.— It  will  never  be  allowed  with  my  consent,  but  where 
we  have  this  large  mass  of  jurymen  not  yet  called,  and  so  many  people  pres- 
ent, it  is  difficult  to  prevent  it;  but  after  the  jury  shall  be  impanneled,  and 
the  attendance  in  court  much  reduced,  I  think  1  shall  be  found  equal  to  the 
preservation  of  perfect  order,  and  the  removal  of  any  person  who  commits 
any  breach  of  decorum.  I  don't  wish  to  hear  any  argument  in  reference 
to  this  juror.     My  own  firm  conviction  is  that  he  should  stand  aside. 

Judge  Neilson. — Let  us  not  hear  any  renewed  applause. 

Mr,  mil, — May  we  ask  if  this  judgment  is  on  the  principal  cause  ? 

Judge  Neilsok. — It  is  to  the  favor,  and  on  the  ground  of  misapprehen- 
sion, or  fraudulent  intention  to  occupy  a  seat  as  a  juror. 

Mr,  Shectrman, — We  except. 

taries,  vol.  3,  p.  548.  In  speaking  of  the  common-law  method  of  taking  evi' 
dence,  he  says,  '*  Besides  all  this,  the  occasional  questions,  of  the  judge,  the  jury, 
and  the  counsel,  will  sift  out  the  truth  much  better  than  a  formal  set  of  inter- 
rogatories previously  penned  and  settled  ;  and  the  confrontiag  of  adverse 
witnesses  is  also  another  opportunity  of  obtaining  a  clear  discovery,  which  can 
never  be  had  upon  any  other  method  of  trial." 
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Christopheb  Fitter  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal 
cause. 

Mr.  Ftdlerton, — ^You  are  a  resident  of  Brooklyn  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  "What  business  are  you  engaged  in  ?    A.  Wood  and  willowware. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.  No.  56  Fulton-street. 

Q.  You  have  heard  of  this  Tilton  and  Beecher  controversy,  so  called?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  read  a  good  deal  on  the  subject  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  a  good  deal. 

Q.  Read  the  newspapers  and  the  statements  of  the  parties  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  formed  an  opinion  in  regard  to  the  merits  of  the  controversy? 
A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  think  I  have. 

Q.  You  ought  to  know  better  than  anyone  else  ?  A.  Well,  I  have  not;. no 
fixed  opinion ;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  never  expressed  any  opinion  ?    A.  Not  seriously. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  you  express  it,  if  at  all  ?  A.  Well,  I  perhaps  expressed 
myself  both  ways  in  a  joking  manner,  and  have  talked  a  good  deal  on  the 
subject. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  any  controversies  or  discussions  ?  A.  A  good  many, 
sir. 

Q.  In  which  sides  were  taken  ?  A.  Sometimes  one  side  and  sometimes  the 
other. 

Q.  Have  you  in  your  mind  no  impression  now  one  way  or  the  other  in 
regard  to  it. ?    A.  I  have  not;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Not  even  an  impression  ?  A.  I  have  really  not  any  impression  on  my 
mind. 

Q.  Didn't  you  believe  anything  you  read  ?  A.  Well,  I  could  not  believe 
both  sides ;  I  didn't  know  which  to  believe. 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  you  to  believe  botli  sides^^id  you  believe  either  side  ? 
A.  I  don't  know  that  I  believed  either  side;  I  could  not  say  that  I  did. 

Q.  I  refer  the  matter  to  you,  of  course ;  you  know  better  than  anyone  else 
whether  you  believed  either  the  one  side  or  the  other  in  this  controversy, 
from  w^hat  you  have  read  of  their  statements  ?  A.  I  have  not  really  believed 
either  side. 

Q.  Have  you  in  a  measure  believed  one  side  rather  than  the  other  ?  A. 
I  could  not  say  that  I  did. 

Q.  I  understand  you  to  say  now  that  you  have  no  belief  one  way  or  the 
other  as  to  the  merits  of  this  controversy;  that  your  mind  is  open  and  free  to 
conviction.     A.  That  is  really  so. 

Q.  And  you  think  you  could  go  into  the  jury-box  and  render  u  verdict 
according  to  the  evidence  in  this  case,  entirely  uniniluenced  by  what  you 
have  heard  and  read  upon  this  subject,  do  you  ?    A.  I  should  think  so. 

Q.  I  want  to  know  whether  you  don't  feel,  when  you  come  to  reflect  upon 
this  subject,  that  your  mind  leans  either  to  one  party  or  the  other  ?  A.  It 
does  not,  but  I  should  think  that  I  should  not  serve  on  the  jury  on  account 
that  I  have  talked  a  great  deal  about  the  case,  and  read  most  everything 
about  it.    I  think  I  ought  not  to  serve  on  the  jury. 

Q.  Have  you  expressed  opinions  about  it  ?    A.  I  have,  in  a  joking  way. 


/an.  7, 1875.J  THE    JUB7.  229 

many  a  time,  and  talked  upon  it  more  than,  perhaps,  I  ought  to  ;  but  I  have 
never  done  it  a  great  deal. 

Q.  If  you  have  only  talked  and  expressed  opinions  jocosely,  why  do  yon 
think  yon  ought  not  to  serve,  if  you  entertain  no  predisposition  one  way  or 
the  other  ?    A«  That  is  my  feeling  about  it. 

Q.  That  you  ought  not  to  serve  ?    A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Do  yon  think,  upon  the  whole,  now,  that  you  can  not  be  entirely  im- 
partial in  consequence  of  what  you  have  read  and  what  you  have  said  upon 
the  subject  ?    A.  I  think  I  cculd ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  belong  to  any  religious  denomination  ?  A.  I  belong  to  a 
church. 

Q.  What  denomination  ?    A.  The  German  Church. 

Q.  Are  you  a  German  bom  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  in  this  country  ?  A.  I  have  been  here  about 
27  years. 

Q.  What  is  your  occupation  ?  A.  I  am  in  the  wood  and  willowware 
business. 

Q.  Do  you  ever  attend  any  other  than  the  German  Church  ?  A.  I  fre- 
quently attend  the  Franklin  Avenue  Presbyterian  Church;  I  occasionally  go 
there ;  I  attend  generally  my  own  church. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  attend  Mr.  Beecher's  church  ?  A.  Only  once,  to  hear 
him  preach,  and  once  to  a  concert. 

Q.  How  long  ago  was  that  ?    A.  Some  time  last  summer. 

Q.  After  this  controversy  commenced  ?  A.  I  think  it  was  when  they  first 
began  to  talk  about  it  in  the  papers,  before  Mr.  Tilton's  statement  came  out ; 
it  was  considerably  before  that. 

Q.  And  you  did  hear  him  preach  then  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  go  with  any  one,  or  did  you  go  alone  ?  A.I  think  I  went  all 
alone  myself — yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  prompted  you  to  go  at  that  particular  time  ?  A.  I  had  often 
wished  to  hear  Mr.  Beecher  preach,  and  I  thought  I  would  go  on  Sunday. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  been  since  to  hear  him  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  didn^t  form  any  opinion  at  that  time  as  to  whether  these  charges 
were  true,  or  not,  after  having  heard  him  preach  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  either  of  the  parties — acquainted  with  them  ?  A.  No, 
sir;  only  by  sight;  I  have  seen  Mr.  Tilton,  I  think,  once  or  twice,  and  I  have 
seen  Mr.  Beecher  once  or  twice  in  my  life ;  that  is  alL 

Q.  You  have  no  special  acquaintance  with  either  of  them  ?  A.  No,  sir, 
I  don^t  think  I  ever  spoke  to  the  gentlemen  in  my  life. 

Q.  When  were  you  summoned  as  a  juror  ?  A.  I  think  the  day  before 
New  Year's,  in  the  evening. 

Q.  Have  you  held  any  conversation  with  any  one  upon  the  subject 
since  you  were  summoned  ?  A.  I  have,  slightly ;  I  guess  it  has  been  men- 
tioned. 

Q.  Any  conversation  or  discussion  in  which  the  merits  of  the  controversy 
were  canvassed  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  didn't  wish  to  converse  with  any  one  much 
abont  it,  only  as  occasion  would  happen. 


280  IMPANNELINQ  f8d  Day. 

Q.  Tou  have  expressed  uo  opmiun  even  in  a  joke  since  that  time  t  A. 
No,  sir;  not  since  that  time. 

Q.  Has  any  one  visited  you  in  reference  to  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Has  any  one  proposed  to  converse  with  you  in  regard  to  the  subject- 
matter  since  you  were  summoned  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  State  your  residence,  if  you  please  ?    A.  No.  27  Park-ay, 

Mr.  Fullerton  — We  withdraw  the  challenge,  sir. 

Mr,  EtarU. — I  will  nsk  him  a  few  questions. 

Mr,  Beach, — Do  you  challenge  him  ? 

Mr.  EmrU, — No,  sir. 

Mr,  Beach. — Then  you  have  no  right  to  examine  him, 

Mr,  Evnrts. — Then  I  will  challenge  him. 

Mr.  Beach. — What  challenge  do  you  interpose  ? 

Mr,  Evarts. — I  will  interpose  tlie  same  one  you  did, 

Mr.  Fullerton. — That  won*t  do,  because  by  and  by  your  Honor  will  have 
to  discriminate  in  regard  to  that. 
'   Mr.  Etarts. — What  was  your  challenge  ? 

Mr.  Bench. — I  don't  propose  to  answer. 

Judge  Neilsox. — It  is  entered  as  to  the  favor  generally.  Will  that  enable 
you  to  interrogate  him  ? 

Mr.  Evarts. — ^Yes,  sir.  [To  the  juryman,]  How  long  have  you  lived  in 
Brooklyn  ?  A.  I  think  either  since  1851  or  1852;  at  that  time  I  lived  in  Wil- 
iiamsburglu 

Q.  This  side  of  the  river  you  have  lived  ?    A.   Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Since  1852  ?    A.  1852  anyhow ;  I  think  it  was  1851. 

Q.  Is  your  wood  and  willow  ware  business  carried  on  here  or  in  New 
York  ?    A.  On  this  side. 

Q.  And  where  ?    A.  No.  56  Fulton-street. 

Q.  How  long  has  it  been  there  ?  A.  It  has  been  at  this  house  about  two 
years,  and  we  were  at  another  house  a  little  fiuther  down  in  the  same  street 
before. 

Q,  For  a  longer  time  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  is  the  name  of  your  firm  ?    A.  Fitter  &  Lynnes. 

Q.  Has  it  been  of  that  name  for  some  years  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  since  we  have 
been  in  that  business  over  here. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  in  your  present  dwelling-house  f  A.  About 
five  years,  I  think. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  an  attendant  at  the  German  church  of  which 
you  have  spoken — that  very  congregati<m,  I  mean  ?    A.  Since  it  was  organized. 

Q.  How  long  was  that  ?    A.  I  guess  about  four  or  five  years. 

Q.  And  prior  to  that,  wjiere  did  you  go  ?  A.  I  generally  attend  the  Ger- 
man church.    I  was  no  particular  member  of  any  church  before  that. 

Q.  And  you  are  now  a  communicant  in  that  church  ?    A  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  are  a  housekeeper,  and  a  man  of  family,  I  suppose  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  say  the  opinions  you  have  expressed  have  been  by  joke,  as  it 
were.  I  suppose  yon  mean  by  that  you  expressed  lightly  opinions  ?    A,  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Not  serious  ?    A.  Not  serious. 
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Q.  And  you  have  not  enguged  in  any  serious  discussions  to  get  at  a  con- 
clusion one  way  or  the  other,  have  you  ?  A.  No,  sir ;  I  don't  think  I  have. 
I  have  been  in  a  good  many  discussions  about  it,  though,  with  gentlemen. 

Q    But  still  it  has  been  only  casual  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  your  own  feeling  is  that  you  have  no  opinion  or  bias  one  way  or 
the  other  ?    A.  No,  sir,  I  have  not,  I  am  sure. 

Q.  Then,  is  there  anything  in  this  objection  of  yours  that  you  ought  not 
to  be  on  this  jury  ?  What  is  the  basis  of  that  ?  A.  It  is  this ;  that  I  think 
that  I  have  talked  too  much  about  it.  In  my  business  different  people  came 
in  and  got  talking  about  it,  and  I  have  joked  about  the  mutter  more  than  I 
should,  and  these  gentlemen  here  may  think,  perhaps,  I  have  formed  an 
opinion  and  expressed  my  opinion. 

Q.  Tou  mean  you  have  talked  more  about  it  than  you  should  if  you  had 
known  you  were  to  be  a  juror  ?    A.  Yes,  sir,  by  all  means. 

Q.  Otherwise  you  have  not  talked  too  much  about  it  ?    A.  I  can  not  say. 

Mr.  Evarts, — If  your  Honor  please,  that  does  not  seem  to  be  an  objection. 
We  withdraw  the  challenge. 

JuDOB  Neilson. — [To  the  juror.]    Take  a  seat,  sir. 

Saiotel  Flate  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal  cause. 

Mr.  Pryor. — Where  is  your  residence  ?    A.  No.  214  Hyerson-street. 

Q.  Are  you  in  business  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  are  you  doing  ?    A.  I  am  working  for  a  roofer. 

Q.  In  Brooklyn  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  a  gentleman  of  family  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  anything  about  the  controversy  between  these  gentle- 
men ?    A.  I  have  heard  a  little,  sir. 

Qr  Have  you  read  anything  about  it  ?    A.  Very  little  I  read. 

Q.  You  have  not  read  much  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  recollect  what  you  read  ?  A.  No,  sir;  all  I  read  is  the  head- 
ing of  the  papers. 

Q.  You  have  read  nothing  but  the  heading  of  the  papers  ?  A.  No,  sir; 
that  is  all. 

Q.  Have  you  read  any  newspaper  articles  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  take  any  newspaper  f  A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  make  a  practice  of 
taking  a  newspaper. 

Q.  You  sometimes  buy  it  ?  A.  I  happened  to  see  the  heading  to  the 
paper. 

Q.  And  when  you  saw  the  heading  of  the  paper  you  avoided  reading  it  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  any  impression  in  regard  to  the  merits  of  this  controversy  ? 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  None  whatever  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  the  matter  discussed  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  never  discussed  it  with  any  person  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  formed  any  opinion  about  the  merits  of  the  controversy  ?  A. 
No,  sir;  I  have  not. 
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Q.  Have  you  expressed  any  opinion  in  reference  to  it  ?    A.     No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  either  of  the  parties  to  the  controversy  ?    A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  You  have  heard  of  them  ?    A.  I  have  heard  of  them ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  liave  nt  feeling  against  one  or  the  other  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  May  I  ask  if  you  belong  to  any  church  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  church  ?  A.  I  don't  make  it  a  practice  much  of  going  to  any 
one;  I  don't  be  particular  as  to  which  one. 

Q.  But  you  belong  to  a  church  ?    A.  Yes,  sir.  ^ 

Q.  Which  church  do  you  belong  to  ?  A.  I  belong  to  St.  Patrick's 
Catholic  Church. 

Q.  You  don't  go  very  frequently  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  are  not  conscious  of  any  bias  or  inclination  toward  either  of  these 
parties?    A.     No,  sir. 

Q.  None  whatever  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  arc  conscious  that  you  could  do  entire  justice  between  them  as  a 
juror  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Fryov. — Wt  withdraw  our  challenge. 

Mr,  Ecartit. — We  challenge  on  our  part. — [To  the  Juror.]  How  old  are 
you  ?    A.  I  am  24  years  of  age. 

Q.  Are  you  a  housekeeper  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  A  man  of  faniily  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  how  long  have  you  lived  in  tiie  place  that  you  have  given  us  as 
your  residence,  No.  214  Ryerson-street  ?    A.  I  have  lived  there  since  March. 

Q.  Where  had  you  lived  before  that  ?    A.  Marcy-a venue, 

Q.  Always  in  Brooklyn  ?  A.  No,  sir ;  I  have  only  been  two  years  in 
Brooklyn. 

Q.  Where  had  you  lived  before  that  ?    A.  Paterson,  New-Jersey. 

Q.  Were  you  married  in  Brooklyn,  or  married  in  New- Jersey  ?  A.*I  wad 
married  in  New-Jersey. 

Q.  Are  you  conducting  tiie  business  of  a  roofer  on  your  own  account  f  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  In  whose  employment  are  you  ?     A.  Nicholas  Connor. 

Q,  Where  is  his  place  ?    A.  In  Sanford -street.  No.  5. 

Q.  Have  you  never  talked  with  any  parties  alKmt  this  litigation  f  A.  I 
have  not  had  any  conversation  with  Qnybr>dy  about  it. 

Q.  You  say  you  saw  tlie  head-lines  ?    A.  Merely  the  heading  of  the  paper. 

Q.  And  then  let  it  j^o  ?    A.  Let  it  go. 

Q.  Had  you  no  interest  in  the  matter  at  all  ?  A.  No,  sir,  I  had  not ;  I 
had  no  interest  in  reading  the  paper  at  all. 

Q.  You  read  the  papers  on  some  subjects,  don't  you  ?    A.  Very  seldom. 

Q.  Have  you  made  this  matter  a  subject  of  conversation  in  your  own  family  f 
A.  Well,  they  have  spoken  about  it ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  parents  living  with  you  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  only  yourself  and  wife  and  children,  if  you  have  children  f  A. 
Only  myself  and  wife;  my  wife's  aunt  is  living  with  us. 

Q.  And  it  has  been  a  subject  of  conversation  with  her  ?  A.  No,  sir  ;  I 
never  had  no  conversation  with  her. 


Jml  7, 1875.]  THE    JURY.  288 

Q.  What  was  the  number  of  yoar  residence  in  Marcy-ave.  ?    A.  I  think  it 
was  119. 

Q.  Where  did  you  live  in  Paterson  ?    A.  I  lived  in  No.  91  Jefferson-st. 

Q.  In  whose  employment  were  you  in  Paterson  ?    A.  In  Mr.  Hoxie's. 

Q.  In  tlic  same  business  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  business  ?    A.  Contractor. 

Q.  What  is  Mr.  Hoxie^s  first  name  in  Paterson  ?    A.  I  could  not  tell  you. 

Mr,  EvarU, — We  submit  the  question  to  your  Honor. 

Judge  Neilson. — [To  the  Juror.]    Take  one  of  those  chairs. 

A.  R  Oase  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal  cause. 

Mr,  Pryor, — Where,  do  you  live  ?    A.  No.  482  North  Second-st 

Q.  What  is  your  business  ?    A.  Druggist. 

Q.  On  your  own  account  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  in  business  there  ?    A.  Four  years  on  my 
own  account. 

Q.  Do  you  keep  house  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Wliere  do  you  live  ?    A.  In  the  same  building. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  about  this  suit  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  read  anything  about  the  controversy  between  the  parties  to 
this  suit  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  yon  read  much  or  little  ?     A.  Considerable. 

Q.  Has  what  you  have  read  made  any  impression  upon  you  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Does  that  impression  still  remain  ?  A.  I  don^t  mean  to  say  the  same 
one  remains  that  I  had. 

Q.  Have  you  an  impression  now  as  to  the  merits  of  the  controversy  be« 
tween  these  parties  ?    A.  Very  slight,  if  any. 

Q.  Have  you  any,  do  you  think  ?     A.  I  think  not. 

Q.  You  think  y<m  have  no  impression.  You  have  no  opinion  as  to  the 
merits  of  the  controversy  between  these  parties  ?    A.  I  think  not. 

Q.  No  opinion  as  to  which  is  right  or  wrong  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  once  had  an  impression  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  a  good  many  of  them. 

Q.  You  fluctuated  then.  Has  your  opinion  changed  from  what  you  have 
read  during  the  progress  of  this  controvei'sy  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  had  one  last  impression,  of  course.  When  did  yon  get  rid  of 
that  last  impression  ?    A.  It  is  very  hard  to  say. 

Q.  Are  you  conscious  when  it  departed  from  you  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  positive  that  you  have  no  impression  now  ?  A.  As  to  the 
merits  of  the  case,  I  am,  sir. 

Q.  None  whatever  ?  A.  As  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  some  of  the  news- 
paper publications  I  have. 

Q.  As  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  newspaper  publications  you  have.  Do 
you  mean  the  statements  of  the  parties?  A.  No,  sir;  I  never  read  those 
thoroughly. 

Q.  You  have  an  impression  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  some  of  the  news* 
paper  articles  on  the  subject.     Is  that  what  you  mean  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  yon  mean  editorials  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  You  have  no  impression  as  to  the  truth  or  untruth  of  the  allegations 
made  by  these  parties  against  each  other  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  None  whatever  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  either  of  the  parties  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  heard  of  them,  of  course  ?    A.  Oh,  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  any  prejudice  against  either  one  or  the  other  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  None  whatever  ?     A.  No,  sir ;  not  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  Do  you  belong  to  any  church  denomination  ?  A.  Do  you  mean  to  be 
a  communicant  in  any  church  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  No,  sir,  I  do  not. 

Q.  Are  you  a  member  of  any  congregation  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Which  ?     A.  The  Ainslie  Presbyterian  Church* 

Q.  Who  is  the  pastor  of  that  church  ?  A.  Mr.  Buchanan;  J.  M.,  I  think, 
are  his  initials. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  converse  with  anyone  about  this  matter  ?  A.  I  suppose 
I  have,  with  a  great  many  of  them. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  discuss  it  with  any  person  ?  A.  What  do  you  consider 
a  discussion — remarks  made  by  people  ? 

Q.  No,  sir;  did  you  ever  argue  on  either  side  with  anyone?  A.  To 
no  great  extent ;  customers  would  come  in,  and  I  have  spoken  to  them,  and 
another  customer  coming  in  it  would  be  dropped. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  declare  any  proposition  in  regard  to  the  merits  of  this 
controversy  to  any  one  ?  A.  I  would  not  like  to  say  I  have  not ;  I  have  taken 
part  in  a  good  many  conversations,  and  may  have  said  a  great  deal  one  way 
or  the  other. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  avow  any  opinion  in  regard  to  the  merits  of  the  contro- 
versy in  discussion  with  any  person  ?  A.  I  would  not  like  to  say  positively 
either  way. 

Q.  What  is  your  impression  ?  A.  My  impression  is  that  I  have  expressed 
opinions  a  number  of  times  to  different  persons. 

Q.  That  is  to  say,  you  have  expressed  contrary  opinions  ?  A«  I  meap 
to  say  I  have  expressed  different  ideas  in  regard  to  articles  that  I  hav^ 
read. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hold  any  discourse  or  discussion  with  any  person  with 
regard  to  the  truth  or  untruth  of  the  allegation  made  by  Mr.  Tilton  against 
Mr.  Beecher  t    A.  It  would  be  very  hard  to  say. 

Q.  What  is  your  belief  in  regard  to  that  ?  A.  I  think  it  is  very  likely  I 
have  said  there  would  be  a  great  deal  of  difference  between  the  evidence  in 
the  courts  and  in  what  had  been  published. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  express  any  opinion  of  your  own  during  the  progress  of 
the  discussion  upon  the  main  question  ?    A.  I  may  have. 

Q.  What  is  your  opinion — ^I  mean  what  is  your  recollection  of  the  impres- 
sion ?  A.  My  recollection  is  not  positive  enough  to  say  decidedly  either 
way. 

Q.  You  can  not  say  decidedly  either  way  ?  A.  Such  a  mass  of  people 
have 

Q.  Is  it  not  probable,  according  to  your  own  conscience  now,  that  yon 
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have  expressed  some  opiniou  to  some  person  7  A.  On  the  truth  or  fahdty  of 
the  stiitement  ? 

Q.  Tes,  sir.  A.  I  may  have  bad  at  some  time ;  I  would  not  say  I  had  or 
had  not. 

Q.  Can  you  not  recall  some  person  you  talked  the  matter  over  with  ?  A. 
I  might  recall  a  hundred. 

Q.  Have  you  discussed  it  in  your  own  family  ?    A.  Very  little. 

Q.  Have  you  talked  of  it  in  your  own  family  ?    A.  It  has  been  spoken  of. 

Q.  Have  you  not  expressed  an  opinion  to  some  member  of  your  family  as 
to  the  truth  or  untruth  of  the  main  charge  ?    A.  I  think  not. 

Q.  Is  your  mind  now  entirely  free  from  any  inclination  toward  one  or  the 
other  of  these  parties  in  regard  to  the  truth  or  untruth  of  the  charge  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  balance  of  your  mind,  so  to  express  it,  is  entirely  even,  and  does 
not  incline  one  way  or  the  other  ?     A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Have  you  any  bias  between  them  ?    A.  I  don't  think  I  have. 

Q.  Have  you  read  any  paper  upon  the  subject  of  this  case  ?  A.  The 
papers  published  ?    Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  papers  did  you  read  ?  A.  I  take  TJi^  Tribune  daily,  and  The 
Herald  on  Sundays;  and  I  have  read  other  papers. 

Q.  Did  you  read  all  the  discussions  and  speculations  on  it  t  A.  In  the 
papers  ? 

Q.  In  The  Tribune^  for  example  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  the  different  editorials  in 
The  Tribune. 

Q.  Did  those  editorials  make  any  impression  upon  your  mind  ?  A.  They 
probably  did  when  I  read  them. 

Q.  You  don't  remember  when  you  got  rid  of  those  impressions  that  you 
had  ?     A.  No,  sir  ;  not  at  any  particular  time. 

Q.  Can  you  recall  the  tenor  and  drift  of  any  one  article  you  read  ?  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  In  The  Tribune — any  one  article  ?    A.  Not  perfectly. 

Q.  Have  you  any  recollection  ?    A.  Not  enough  to  state. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  these  articles  favored  one  side  or  the  other? 
A.  I  think,  at  different  times,  differently ;  they  took  different  sides  at  different 
times. 

Q.  Have  you  talked  with  any  one  since  you  were  summoned  as  a  juror  ? 
A.  Not  about  the  merits  of  it;  I  have  talked  about  being  summoned. 

Q.  You  have  not  talked  about  it  since  the  trial  ?  A.  No,  sir;  customers 
make  remarks  to  me  in  different  ways,  and  I  may  have  made  some  answer;  I 
baTen't  had  any  conversation. 

Q.  Has  any  person  opened  a  discussion  upon  the  matter  with  you  since 
you  have  been  summoned  as  a  juror  t    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  last  read  anything  upon  it  ?  A.  I  can  not  tell ;  I  read 
the  papers  every  day—- a  portion  of  it. 

Q.  Don't  you  think  that  you  have  read  everything  published  in  The  Tri- 
hnne  upon  it  ?  A.  No,  sir;  perhaps,  every  editorial  published  in  The  Tribune^ 
but  only  portions  of  the  different  statements. 
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Q.  Did  you  read  Mr.  Tilton's  first  statement  ?    A.  Not  the  whole  of  it. 

Q.  Have  you  read  his  letter  to  Dr.  Bacon  ?  A.  I  can't  say  positively ;  I 
might  and  might  not. 

Q.  Did  you  read  Mr.  Tilton's  second  statement  ?    A.  Not  the  whole  of  it. 

Q.  Did  you  read  Mr.  Beecher's  statement  ?  A.  Not  the  whole  of  it.  One 
answer  will  answer  for  all — whatever  has  been  referred  to  particularly  in  the 
editorials,  I  might  have  referred  to  and  read. 

Q.  You  don't  remember  whether  at  the  time  you  read  those  articles  in 
Tlie  Tribune  your  mind  concurred  with  the  conclusions  of  the  writer  or  not  ? 
A.  I  think  the  writer  of  them  had  no  evidence  to  form  such  a  settled  opinion 
as  that. 

Q.  Tou  have  a  recollection  that  you  thought  at  some  time  the  editor 
expressed  an  opinion  that  went  beyond  the  evidence  ?  A.  I  do  not  know 
that  I  considered  that  it  was  evidence  he  formed  his  opinion  upon. 

Q.  You  thought  the  opinion  expressed  by  him  was  baseless — unfounded  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir,  to  form  so  strong  an  opinion. 

Q.  Therefore  you  still  have  the  opinion  that  the  opinion  propounded 
then  by  the  editor  was  unfounded  ?  A.  I  don't  think  that  I  am  competent  to 
judge. 

Q.  Were  you  competent  then  ?  A.  I  paid  more  attention  then  than  I 
have  since. 

Q.  Have  you  changed  the  opinion  you  then  bad,  that  the  editor  went 
beyond  the  evidence  ?  A.  I  didn't  consider  it  evidence  that  he  was  talking 
on;  I  considered  it  merely  newspaper  statements. 

Q.  Are  you  still  of  opinion  tnat  the  opinion  then  stated  by  the  editor  was 
without  foundation  to  stand  upon  ?  A.  I  considered  it  was  a  mere  newspa- 
per statement. 

Q.  Is  that  your  present  opinion  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Had  you  any  opinion  as  to  the  justification  or  want  of  justification  of 
the  opinion  propounded  by  the  writer  of  the  article,  or  the  editor  ?  A.  Let 
me  understand  thoroughly. 

Q.  You  say  you  read  Mr.  Til  ton's  last  statement  ?  A.  Not  the  whole 
of  it. 

Q.  Did  you  read  any  of  the  testimony  disclosed  before  the  Investigating 
Committee  ?  A.  I  may  have  read  extracts  from  it,  the  same  as  from  the  rest 
published. 

Q.  Did  you  read  any  of  the  evidence  developed  ?  A.  I  say  I  may  have 
read  extracts  from  it,  as  it  was  referred  to. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  whole  of  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  report  itself  ?    A.  I  can  not  say. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  conclusion  of  the  report  ?    A.  I  can  not  say. 

Q.  Do  you  know  the  conclusion  of  the  Committee — that  the  report  arrived 
at  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you,  when  you  read  that,  have  any  opinion  touching  that  concla- 
sion  or  not  ?  A.  About  as  much  of  an  opinion  as  I  had  of  the  rest  that  was 
published. 

Q.  What  was  that  ?    A.  That  it  was  not  the  same  as  evidence  in  court 
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Q.  Yi>u  have  no  opinion  whether  the  conclusion  arrived  at  by  the  Oom- 
mittee  was  correct,  or  justified,  or  not  ?    A.  Not  to  my  recollection. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  the  conclusion  at  that  time  accorded  with 
your  then  conviction  ? 

Mr,  Shearman. — That  is  asking  exactly  what  the  opinion  was.  It  neces- 
sarily asks  that ;  for  the  Committee,  we  all  know,  arrived  at  some  conclusion. 
Now,  the  witness  is  asked  whether  his  views  accorded  with  that  conclusion. 
It  is  asking  him  for  his  own  conclusion  directly. 

Mr,  Pryor, — Not  directly — ^pardon  me ;  perhaps  indirectly.  We  withdraw 
oar  challenge. 

Mr.  EvarU, — We  challenge  the  juror  for  principal  cause. 

Q.  Have  you  stated  how  long  you  have  been  in  Brooklyn  ?  A.  With  the 
exception  of  four  years  that  I  was  in  the  United  States  service,  since  1859. 

Q.  During  the  war,  you  were  in  the  United  States  service  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  As  a  soldier  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  what  regiment  ?    A.  In  the  Marine  Corps. 

Q.  That  is  the  designation  of  the  service  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  was  your  immediate  superior  officer  there  ?  A^  Do  you  mean 
commissioned  officer  ?  Major  Garland  at  the  time  when  I  first  joined  the 
service. 

Q.  He  was  a  Major  in  the  Marine  Corps  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  your  service  on  shipboard  always  ?    A.  Not  altogether. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  a  housekeeper  ?    A.  Nearly  six  years. 

Q.  At  the  same  place  whe];e  you  now  live  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  No.  482  North 
Second-street. 

Q.  Of  what  members  does  your  family  consist  ?  A.  My  wife  and  two 
children. 

Q.  No  other  adult  persons  ?  A.  With  the  exception  of  a  servant  and  a 
clerk  that  boards  with  me. 

Q.  So  that  there  has  been  no  opportunity  for  discussion  except  between 
yourself  and  your  wife  ?    A.  That  is  all,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  no  inmates  there  ?  A.  Except  the  clerk  that  boards 
with  me. 

Q.  He  is  some  of  your  family  ?    A.  He  boards  with  me. 

Q.  Have  you  attended  this  same  congregation  or  place  of  religious 
worship  during  the  whole  of  the  time  you  have  been  in  your  present  house  ? 
A.  Whenever  I  have  attended  church  anywhere,  with  any  regularity. 

Q.  Is  your  wife  a  member  of  that  church  ?    A.  Yes,  sir, 

Q.  Have  you  a  pew  there  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Shearman, — ^Is  your  place  of  business  the  same  as  your  liouse  ?  A. 
Tes,  sir. 

Mr,  BcarU, — ^He  seems  to  us  to  be  a  good  juror. 

JuDQB  Neilson. — Take  your  place. 

Edwabd  Whklan  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal  cause. 
Mr.  Pryor, — ^Where  do  you  live  ?    A.  No.  558  Franklin-avenue,  Brooklyn. 
<^  Where  do  you  do  business  ?    A.  In  Schermcr horn-street. 
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Q.  What  is  your  business  ?    A.  Builder. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  Uved  in  Brooklyn  t     A.  Over  20  years, 

Q.  Are  you  a  gentleman  of  family  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  am  not. 

Q.  Do  you  keep  house  ?    A.   Tes,  sir. 

Q.  You  heard  of  this  controversy  t    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  any  person  residing  with  you,  composing  your  household  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir,  my  brother  and  mother. 

Q.  Have  you  read  anything  about  this  controversy  ?  A.  I  have  read  in 
the  commencement. 

Q.  How  much  have  you  read ;  do  you  remember  ?  A.  I  read  up  about  as 
far  as  Mr.  Beecher^s  examination. 

Q.  His  statement  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  evidence  delivered  before  the  Investigating  Commit- 
tee of  the  church  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  report  of  the  Committee  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  When  you  ceased  reading,  had  you  any  impression  as  to  the  merits  of 
the  controversy  ?  A.  I  had  no  opinion  as  to  the  respective  merits  of  either 
one ;  I  was  entirely  undecided  about  the  matter ;  at  first  I  had  some  impres- 
sion, when  I  read  Mr.  Tilton^s  statement,  and  Mr.  Beecher's  statement 
entirely  removed  that  impression,  so  that  I  would  be  entirely  neutral. 

Q.  Your  mind  is  entirely  unbiased  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  have  not  the  shadow 
of  a  bias  on  either  side. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  either  of  the  parties?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Where  do  you  attend  church  ?    A.  I  attend  the  Catholic  Church. 

Q.  Who  is  your  minister  ?    A.  Rev.  Father  Moran. 

Q.  Do  you  go  to  hear  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  heard  him  once  in  my  life — ten 
or  twelve  years  ago. 

Q.  You  have  no  feeling  against  either  of  these  parties  f  A.  Not  the 
slightest. 

Q.  You  are  not  conscious  of  any  bias  or  inclination  in  your  mind  that 
would  prevent  your  doing  impartial  justice  between  the  parties  f  A.  Not  the 
slightest,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  discussed  the  matter  with  any  persons  at  all,  sir  ?  A.  I  may 
have  spoken  about  the  matter  in  the  beginning,  but  never  discussed  it. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  avowed  an  opinion  upon  the  merits  of  the  matter  7  A. 
No,  sir ;  if  ever  I  expressed  an  opinion,  it  was  a  regret  that  the  thing  should 
occur  in  the  communitv. 

Q.  You  never  expressed  your  opinion  as  to  whether  the  one  or  the  other 
was  right  or  wrong  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  recollect  whether  you  ever  talked  with  Mr.  Keady  upon  the 
subject  ?    A.  I  do  not  remember  that  I  have ;  if  I  have,  it  was  very  casual. 

Q.  You  know  Mr.  Ready  ?    A.  I  do,  welL 

Q.  You  can  not  recollect  whether  you  ever  had  any  conversation  with 
him  on  the  subject  ?  A.  None  that  I  can  remember  now  upon  that,  of  any 
consequence. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  the  fact  that  you  had  any  conversation  f  A.  I  do 
not. 
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Q.  And  yon  do  not  remember  that  you  ever  had  any  ?  A.  I  have  not  the 
slightest  recollection  that  I  ever  spoke  to  him  as  to  the  merits  or  demerits  of 
the  case. 

Q.  You  are  quite  sure  you  never  expressed  any  opinion  as  to  the  merits  of 
the  case  to  Mr.  Ready,  or  to  any  other  person  ?  A.  I  do  not  remember  that 
I  have. 

Q.  You  know  Mr.  Keady?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  is  his  business  ?    A.  A  lawyer,  sir. 

Q.  You  can  not  remember  that  you  had  any  conversation  with  him  ?  A. 
I  do  not  remember. 

Q.  Are  you  sure  that  you  had  no  conversation  with  him  ?  A.  I  can  not 
just  swear;  I  do  not  remember  it  now. 

Q.  Are  you  sure  you  had  not  a  talk  with  him  on  the  subject  since  you 
'were  summoned  as  a  juror  ?    A.  I  am  sure  I  had  not. 

Q.  Are  you  positive  you  had  not  a  talk  with  him  during  the  last  fifteen 
days  on  the  subject  ?     A.  I  am  sure  I  have  not. 

Q.  ELave  you  any  intimate  acquaintance  with  Mr.  Keady  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  frequently  held  conversations  with  him  ?  A.  Not  very  frequently ; 
I  met  him  probably  once  in  two  or  three  weeks. 

Q.  It  is  possible  that  you  may  have  had  a  conversation  about  this  contro- 
versy with  Mr.  Ready  7    A.  It  is  not  at  all  possible,  sir;  I  had  not. 

Q.  Has  Mr.  Keady  talked  to  you,  or  in  your  hearing,  upon  this  subject  ? 
A.  Never  in  my  life. 

Mr.  Pryor, — It  seems  to  us  that  the  juror  is  good. 

Mr.  Evarts. — How  long  have  you  lived  in  your  present  residence  ?  A.  At 
least  five  vears. 

to 

Q.  How  long  have  you  lived  in  Brooklyn  ?    A.  Over  twenty  years. 

Q.  What  is  your  business  ?     A.  I  am  a  builder,  a  house  builder. 

Q.  Is  your  place  of  business  at  your  residence  ?  A.  No,  sir;  ray  place  of 
business  is  right  here,  at  No.  62  Schermerhorn-st.,  a  carpenter  and  builder. 

Q.  Are  you  a  regular  attendant  at  any  church  ?    A.  Oh  !  yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  have,  I  presume,  a  respect  for  the  Gospel  and  the  Christian  reli- 
gion ?    A.  Certainly,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarfs. — He  seems  to  us  to  be  a  good  juror. 

Mr,  Beach. — Do  you  think  that  the  Gospel  or  the  Christian  religion  has 
any  particular  interest  in  this  litigation  ?     A.  I  think  it  ought  not. 

Mr.  Shearman. — You  think  that  the  Gospel  could  stand  even  if  one  par- 
ticular minister  could  not  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — You  may  take  your  seat. 

The  juror  took  his  9eat. 

William  H.  Dayis  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal  cause. 
Mr,  Pryor. — Have  you  heard  anything  about  this  controversy  ?  A.  I  have,  sir. 
Q.  I  thought  so;  have  you  read  anything  ?    A.  I  have,  sir. 
Q.  Have  you  read  the  statements  published  by  the  respective  parties! 
A.  Some  of  them. 

Q.  Did  you  read  Mr.  Bcecher's  statement  ?    A.  I  did. 
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Q.  And  Mr.  Tilton's  ?    A.  I  did. 

Q.  Both  of  them  ?     A.  I  believe  both  of  them. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  report  of  the  Church  Investigating  Committee  ?  A. 
I  did  not. 

Q.  No  part  of  it  ?     A.  No  part  of  it. 

Q.  Have  you  formed  an  opinion  as  to  the  facts  charged — the  controversy 
or  dispute  between  these  parties  ?    A.  At  one  time  I  had  a  slight  opinion. 

Q.  What  has  become  of  that  opinion  ?  A.  That  was  removed  after 
revelations. 

Q.  Then  did  you  contract  another  opinion  ?     A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  It  has  left  your  mind  in  a  state  of  balance  ?    A.  In  a  state  of  balance. 

Q.  And  you  are  perfectly  poised  now  ?    A.  I  believe  so. 

Q.  No  inclination  one  way  or  the  other  ?    A.  I  believe  not. 

Q.  No  impression  for  or  against  either  party  ?    A.  I  believe  not. 

Q.  No  bias  toward  either ;  do  you  know  personally  either  of  the  parties  f 
A.  I  believe  not. 

Q.  You  have  heard  Mr.  Beechcr  preach  ?    A.  I  have  once  in  my  life. 

Q.  How  long  ago  ?    A.  Twelve  years  ago. 

Q.  Not  since  ?    A.  Not  since. 

Q.  Where  do  you  live  ?    A.  'No.  662  De  Kalb-avenue. 

Q.  Is  that  your  residence  ?    A.  It  is. 

Q.  Are  you  engaged  in  business  ?    A.  I  am. 

Q.  What  business  ?     A.  Real  estate. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  engaged  in  real  estate  ?    A.  About  four  years. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  resided  in  Brooklyn  ?    A.  About  twenty-two  years. 

Q.  And  have  you  no  opinion  now  in  regard  to  the  truth  or  untruth  of  the 
charges  made  in  this  controversy  ?    A.  I  don't  think  I  have. 

Q.  You  really,  conscientiously  do  not  think  you  have  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I 
have. 

Q.  How  long  since  you  divested  yourself  of  the  decided  opinion  you 
once  had  ? 

JuDOB  Neilson. — He  did  not  say  he  had  a  decided  opinion. 

Mr.  Beach. — Did  you  say  you  had  a  decided  opinion  ?  A.  No ;  a  slight  opinion. 

Q.  How  long  since  you  lost  that  slight  opinion  ?    A.  About  midsummer. 

Q.  Do  you  know  the  occasion  of  your  losing  that  opinion  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  it  ?    A.  Counter  statements. 

Q.  From  whom  ?    A.  I  do  not  remember  now. 

Q.  You  do  not  remember  from  which  party  that  counter  statement  pro- 
ceeded ?    A.  No ;  I  do  not. 

Q.  Have  you  debated  the  matter  since  with  anybody  ?  A.  I  have  talked 
of  it  sometimes. 

Q.  Have  yon  never  avowed  any  opinion  or  impression  to  any  one  in  re- 
gard to  it  ?    A.  I  think  not. 

Q.  Are  you  sure  t    A.  I  might  say  I  was  sure. 

Q.  You  are  sure  ?    A.  I  will  say  so. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  other  persons  discuss  it  in  your  presence  ?  A.  Pii>b- 
ably  I  have ;  it  is  common  talk. 
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Q.  Have  you  ever  maintained  any  proposition  in  regard  to  it?  A.  I 
think  not— no. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  argue  it  yourself  with  any  one  ?  A.  Not  for  any  length 
of  time ;  I  have  spoken  about  it. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  argue  it  ?    A.  No,  I  think  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  you  have  said  about  it  ?  A.  I  do  not  think  I  do, 
because  I  took  no  interest  in  it. 

Q.  You  took  interest  enough  to  read  about  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then  you  lost  your  interest  after  reading  about  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  After  reading  various  statements,  you  lost  your  interest  about  it  ?  A. 
Tes,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  not  inquired  about  it  since  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  talked  about  it  since  ?    A.  I  probably  have  in  the  meantime. 

Q.  Have  you  mentioned  it  to  any  one  since  ?    A.  I  do  not  know  that  I  have 

Q.  What  is  your  opinion  on  that  subject — whether  you  have  mentioned 
it  or  not  7  A.  Whether  I  have  mentioned  it  ?  I  may  have  done  so;  I  do  not 
remember  doing  so.  • 

Q.  You  do  not  remember  doing  so  ?    A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  that  it  is  possible  you  have  ?    A.  It  is  possible. 

Q.  No,  is  it  probable  ?    A.  It  is  probable. 

Q.  Weil,  with  whom  did  you  probably  talk  about  it  ?  A.  Well,  I  see  a 
g^eat  many  people  in  the  course  of  my  business;  it  is  a  subject  that  is  in  every- 
body's mouth,  and  anybody  is  likely  to  mention  it  to  rac ;  I  can't  remember 
who. 

Q.  You  don't  remember  any  one  person  with  whom  you  talked  about  this 
matter?  A.  I  can't — that  I  can  call  back — ^yes;  a  Mr.  Fitzgerald,  right 
opposite  where  I  live. 

Q.  What  is  his  business  ?    A.  Real  estate. 

Q.  When  did  you  talk  with  Fitzgerald  about  it  ?  A.  On  the  afternoon 
that  I  received  the  notice  on  this  jury. 

Q.  What  was  that  ctmversation ?  A.  That  conversation  was  that* 'They 
have  got  mc  on  this  jury." 

Q.  Is  that  all  ?  A.  No,  sir,  he  says,  **  Indeed  I "  he  saw  the  man  step  up 
my  stoop;  I  was  in  his  office.  He  says,  **I  have  got  my  opinion;  they  could 
Dot  take  me  on  the  jury ; "  that  is  all. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  to  him  ?  A.  Well,  I  said,  *'I  have  got  no  opinion 
that  I  know  of." 

Q.  In  reply  to  that  you  said  that  you  had  no  opinion  ?    A.  I  had  no  opinion. 

Q.  And  are  you  quite  sure  that  you  have  no  opinion  now  ?  A.  Well,  I 
think  not ;  try  me. 

Q.  Well,  are  you  sure  ?    A.  Try  me,  sir. 

Q.  But  I  can't  see  into  your  heart,  air?  A.  Well,  I  think  I  have  no 
opinion. 

Mr.  Pryor. — ^I  take  your  word. 

The  Juror, — ^Yes,  I  think  I  have  no  opinion. 

Mr*  Pryor, — Only  I  ask  you  to  be  as  positive  as  you  can  t    A.  I  will  try  to 

be  80. 
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Q.  Are  you  absolutely  sure  that  you  have  no  opinion  ?  A.  I  ba^e  no 
opinion. 

Q.  Have  you  no  impression  ?    A.  No  impression  now. 

Q.  Now  ?     A.  Nor  haven't  had  for  some  time. 

Q.  How  long  since  you  had  an  impression  ?    A.  Not  since  midsommer. 

Q.  Have  you  talked  this  matter  with  your  family  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.   Where  do  you  go  to  chitrch  ?    A.  When  I  go,  I  go  to  the  Episcopal. 

Q.  Do  you  go  often  ?    A,  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  belong  to  any  church  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Does  your  family  belong  to  any  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  Episcopal  church  ?  A.  I  am  not  particular;  I  go  to  any  that  I 
happen  to  be  nearest  to,  passing. 

Q.  Dc  you  confine  your  attendance  to  the  Episcopal  church  ?  A.  No,  ior; 
I  am  not  very  particular  about  that. 

Q.  Then  you  go  to  other  churches  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  say  you  have  no  inclination  toward  one  or  the  other  of  these 
parties  ?    A.  Not  the  slightest. 

Q.  You  have  no  liking  for  one  more  than  the  other  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  no  prejudice  against  either  of  them  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Is  your  wife  a  member  of  any  church  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  conscientiously  believe  that  you  would  go  into  the  jury-box  with- 
out any  impression  whatsoever  ?    A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Not  the  faintest  ?    A.  Not  the  faintest. 

Q.  Have  you  a  distinct  recollection  of  the  evidence  that  you  once  read 
now  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Thut  has  faded  from  your  mind  ?    A.  That  has  faded  from  my  mind. 

Q.  Do  you  think  that  your  mind  is  in  a  state  of  entire  absence  of  pre- 
possession or  prejudice,  as  it  was  before  you  read  anything  on  the  subject  ? 
A.  I  know  it  is. 

Q.  You  know  it  is  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Beach. — The  challenge  is  withdrawn,  your  Honor. 

Mr,  Evarts. — We  propose  to  challenge.  [To  the  Juror.]  You  say  that 
you  are  in  real  estate  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  mean,  by  that,  you  buy  and  sell  real  estate  with  your  own 
money,  or  are  a  broker  ?  A.  I  should  qualify  that  by  saying  that  I  do  more 
in  collecting  and  renting;  that  is  my  principal  business;  I  do  not  keep  an 
office,  a  regular  office. 

Q.  Are  you  an  owner  of  real  estate  ?    A.  I  am,  sir. 

Q.  In  this  city  ?    A.  In  this  city. 

Q.  Well,  you  collect  rents  also  for  other  people,  I  aappose  ?  A.  For  other 
people. 

Q.  Por  what  estate  or  estate  owners  do  yon  collect  rent  ?  A.  I  collect 
rent  for  Mr.  J.  Coughlan  in  Van  Buren-st.,  near  Marcy-ave.;  I  collect  rent  for 
a  party  by  the  name  of  Spotten,  in  Broadway,  near  Thirty-iirst-st.,  I  dont 
remember  the  number. 

Q.  Broadway  in  this  city?    A.  No,  sir,  in  New  York. 

Q.  His  first  name  f    A.  S.  Spotten. 
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Q.  What  number  Broadway  ?    A.  I  donH  remember  the  number. 

Q.  Broadway,  near  Thirty-first-st.  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Does  he  keep  a  store  there  ?    A.  He  keeps  a  store  there. 

Q.  Now,  where  is  your  place  of  business  ?  A.  Do  you  want  any  more, 
sir  ?  I  can  ^ive  you  somebody  nearer  than  that,  now  I  think  of;  there  is  Mr. 
Johnson  in  DeKalb-ave.,  near  Throop. 

Q.  Give  us  his  first  name  ?    A.  Edward  Johnson. 

Q.  Well,  sir,  any  more  ?    A.  I  can't  think  of  any  more  just  now. 

Q.  You  have  been  in  that  business  four  years  ?    A.  About  four  years. 

Q.  Where  is  your  office  ?    A.  My  office  is  at  my  residence. 

Q.  You  have  no  other  office  ?    A.  No,  sir;  private  house. 

Q.  Uave  you  any  office  at  all — ^you  have  a  residence  ?  A.  A  residence;  I 
receive  calls  there,  yes. 

Q.  Now,  have  you  a  family  ?    A.  I  have  a  wife. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  married  ?    A.  Between  nine  and  ten  years. 

Q.  And  what  family  live  there  with  yourself  and  your  wife  ?  A.  Do  you 
want  the  tenants  of  my  property ;  do  you  want  any  tenants  ? 

Q.  No,  I  don't  know  anything  about  your 

The  Jutvr, — ^I  can  give  you  a  dozen  names,  if  you  want,  within  the  last 
two  years. 

Q.  I  mean  in  this  family  ?    A.  In  that  same  house  ? 

Mr,  Evarti. — This  household ;  who  constitute  your  family  ?  A.  The  name 
of  Gilchrist  did  at  that  time. 

Q.  At  what  time  ?    A.  Last  summer. 

Q.  Well,  my  question  is  .what  your  family  is  composed  of  ?  A.  Now,  air, 
tt  the  present  time  ? 

Q.  Yes,  now  ?    A.  My  mother,  my  wife,  and  myself. 

Q.  And  nobody  else  ?    A.  Nobody  else. 

Q.  Now,  before  you  took  up  the  business  you  arc  now  in,  what  had  been 
your  employment  ?    A.  Picture-frame  gilder. 

Q.  Where  carried  on  ?  A.  I  carried  that  business  on  in  Canal-st.,  No. 
188. 

Q.  In  New  York  ?    A.  In  New  York. 

Q.  Alone,  or  in  partnership  ?    A.  Alone. 

Q.  What,  the  name  of  William  ?    A.  William  H.  Davis. 

Q.  How  long  did  you  carry  it  on  there  ?    A.  About  15  years,  I  think. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  lived  in  other  cities  than  New  York  ?  A.  I  have  lived 
in  the  city  of  London,  England. 

Q.  Are  you  an  Englishman  ?  A.  I  am  an  Englishman;  I  have  lived  in 
the  principal  cities  of  the  southern  part  of  the  world,  I  may  say,  but  the 
longest  time  I  have  lived  has  been  in  London  and  New  York. 

Q.  How  long  since  you  were  naturalized  ?    A.  About  20  years  ago. 

Q.  In  New  York  ?    A.  In  Brooklyn. 

Q.  Well,  in  the  state  of  New  York  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  lived  in  any  other  cities  in  the  state  of  New  York  f  A. 
I  have  lived  in  Toronto  a  few  months,  but  my  home  at  that  time  was  in 
Brooklyn. 
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Q.  What  business  did  you  carry  on  there  f    A.  Same  business — ^gilding, 
Dicture-frame  manufacturer. 

Q.  At  Toronto  ?    A.  At  Toronto. 

Q.  Had  a  shop  there  ?    A.  Had  a  shop  there. 

Q.    Three  or  four  months  ?     A.    Three  or  four  months  ;   six  months, 
possibly. 

Q.  Did  you  go  there  to  make  it  a  permanent  place  of  business  ?    A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  go  there  for  a  particular  job  of  gilding  t    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  that  job?  A.  On  the  court-house;  working  on  the  court- 
house ;  for  the  court-house. 

Q.  You  were  to  work  on  the  court-house  ?  A.  J  worked  for  another  party 
there  at  that  time,  about  18  or  19  years  ago. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  lived  in  Buffalo  ?  A.  I  have  been  to  Buffalo;  through 
Buffalo. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  lived  in  Buffalo  ?    A.  No,  sir,  I  have  not. 

Q.  Have  you  been  there  much  ?    A.  No,  sir;  only  once. 

Q.  Where  were  you  going  when  you  went  through  Buffalo  ?  A.  I  went 
to  Buffalo,  siayed  there  over  night,  and  went  the  next  day  to  Toronto. 

Q.  And  that  is  the  only  time  you  have  been  there  ?  A.  That  is  the  only 
time  I  have  been  in  Buffalo. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  lived  in  Chicago  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  been  there  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  you  say  that  you  at  one  time  had  an  opinion  in  this  case?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  it  was  changed  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  By  a  counter  statement  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  don't  remember  which  side  that  came  from ;  that  comiter 
statement  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  remember  what  was  the  cause  of  that. 

Q.  But  it  was  a  statement  counter  to  your  opinion  ?  A.  It  was  a  state- 
ment counter  to  my  opinion.  «^ 

Q.  And  changed  it?  A.  And  changed  it,  yes;  left  me  without  any 
opinion. 

Q.  And  you  don't  remember  which  side  that  opinion  was  on?  A.  I 
do  not. 

Q.  You  remember  which  side  your  opinion  was,  don't  you  ?  A.  I  dont 
remember  anything  about  that  matter,  for  a  reason  that,  I  think,  will  be 
sufficient  to  you,  sir. 

Q.  What  is  that  ?  A.  The  reason  is  that  in  the  early  part  of  September 
I  lost  all  my  children  suddenly,  and  that  put  that  matter  entirely  out  of  my 
head. 

Q.  Well,  you  mean  to  say  that  you  do  not  now  remember  which  side  yoar 
opinion  was  ?  A.  I  could  upon  a  little  reflection  probably,  but  I  haven't 
given  the  thing  a  consideration;  I  did  not  expect  to  be  called  on  this  panel,  as 
I  served  here  last  midsummer.  If  I  had  expected  to  have  been  caUed  on  this 
panel,  I  might  have  been  more  observing. 

Q.  What  happened  to  your  business  as  a  gilder  that  changed  your  pur- 
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salt  ?    A.  Well,  sir,  it  is  hard  to  say  whether  I  gave  it  up,  or  it  gave  me  np; 
it  was  one  thing  or  the  other. 

Q.  It  came  to  an  end  ?    A.  It  came  to  an  end. 

Q.  Was  it  the  only  means  of  livelihood  or  making  money  that  you  had, 
that  business,  at  that  time  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  other  pursuits  were  you  engaged  in  ?  A.  I  had  some  property 
in  Brooklyn. 

Q.  When  you  were  a  gilder  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Had  you  any  other  employment  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Pursuit  of  any  kind  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  lived  in  London,  in  England  ?    A.  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  What  is  your  age  ?    A.  My  age  is  48. 

Q.  When  did  you  arrive  in  this  country  ?  A.  I  forget  the  date ;  I  have 
been  here  about  23  years. 

Q.  Were  you  married  when  you  came  ?    A.  I  was,  sir. 
'     Q.  To  your  present  wife  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  your  wife  that  came  with  you  from  England  die  \  A.  She 
died  in  1857. 

Q.  And  your  present  wife  was  a  Brooklyn  person  or  a  New  York  person  ? 
A  A  New  York  person. 

Q.  Now,  you  say  that  you  met  with  a  calamity  in  the  loss  of  your  children 
this  present  season?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q^  Did  you  lose  all  your  children  ?  A.  I  lost  them  all — all  my  young 
children  by  the  second  wife. 

Q.  Have  you  grown  children  ?    A.  Yes,  sir ;  I  have  two  sods 

Q.  You  are  a  housekeeper;  do  you  occupy  with  your  family  the  whole 
house  ?    A.  I  do  not,  sir ;  I  let  the  third  floor. 

Q.  To  whom  ?  A.  To  a  young  man  that  is  in  the  grocery  store  on  the 
comer  of  3Iurcy-a venue  and  DeKalb. 

Q.  .What  is  his  name  ?    A.  His  name  is  Mackintosh. 

Q.  Now,  can  you  give  us  a  little  more  exactly  the  time  that  you  were 
naturalized  ?  A.  I  don^t  think  I  can,  sir;  I  can  bring  the  papers  with  me  at 
any  time;  I  think  it  must  be  about  1856 — ^56  I  think  it  must  be;  I  can't  bo 
certain  about  that 

Q.  When  did  you  amve  here  ?    A.  Been  here  about  23  years. 

Q.  Wellf  that  would  make  it  rather  a  rapid  naturalization  ?  A.  Twenty- 
three  ;  it  may  be  twenty-four  years  I  have  been  here ;  I  can't  say  exactly. 

Mr,  Shearman. — Did  we  understand  that  you  did  own  real  estate  ?  A.  I 
do  own  real  estate,  sir. 

Q.  Where  is  it,  if  you  please  ?  A.  On  DeEalb-avenue ;  some  on  Quincy- 
street,  some  on  Greene-avenue. 

Judos  Nbelson. — Anything  to  suggest,  gentlemen  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — ^We  have  none,  sir. 

Mr,  EvarU, — We  do  not  withdraw  the  challenge;  it  is  for  your  Honor  to 
diflpoee  of. 

Judos  NsiLsoir — [To  the  juror].    Take  a  seat,  sir. 
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Edward  Blunt  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal 
cause. 

Mr.  Pryor, — Where  do  you  live  ?    A.  No.  231  Thirteenth  st.,  Brooklyn. 

Q.  Do  you  keep  house  ?    A.  I  do. 

Q.  Have  you  a  family  ?    A.  t  have. 

Q.  Wife  and  children  ?    A.  Wife  and  children. 

Q.  Are  you  in  business  ?    A.  At  No.  77  Beekman-st.,  New  York  City. 

Q.  What  is  the  business  ?    A.  Paints ;  paint  business. 

Q.  Have  you  read  about  this  controversy  f    A.  I  did  at  the  first  part. 

Q.  Have  you  talked  about  it  ?    A.  Very  little. 

Q.  When  did  you  cease  reading  about  it  ?    A.  That  I  could  not  telL 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  you  read  about  it  ?  A.  I  only  remember  that  when 
they  first  commenced  the  trouble  I  then  read  some  about  it. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  what  publications  you  read,  what  papers  you  read;  I  do 
not  mean  newspapers  ?    A.  Yes,  sir,  I  read  the  New  York  Times. 

Q.  No,  no ;  I  do  not  mean  newspapers,  but  what  statements  or  produc-* 
tions  ?    A..  No,  sir;  I  could  not. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  you  read  Mr.  Tilton^s  letter  to  Dr.  Bacon  t 
A.  No,  sir;  I  did  not  read  that. 

Q.  Did  you  read  Mr.  Til  ton's  first  statement  ?    A.  I  think  not 

Q.  Did  you  read  Mr.  Beecher's  statement  ?    A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  You  have  not  read  that  ?  A.  No,  sir ;  I  read  lately  a  statement  or  an 
extract  from  some  paper  that  they  said  was  written  by  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Yes,  a  short  editorial  ?  A.  Yes,  I  think  I  saw  that;  picked  it  up  in 
a  paper  in  the  library  one  day. 

Q.  Did  that  make  any  impression  upon  your  mind  ?    A.  Hardly. 

Q.  Have  you  any  impression  upon  your  mind  now  in  regard  to  the  merits 
of  this  controversy  ?  A.  Well,  that  is  a  hard  question  for  me  to  answer,  the 
^ray  it  is  put. 

Q.  Have  you  any  opinion  as  to  the  truth  or  untruth  of  the  charge  against 
Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  none  whatever  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  any  inclination  of  opinion  ?  A.  I  would  like  to  qualify 
that;  not  any  more  than  I  had  before  the  whole  affair  commenced. 

Q.  Before  what  ?    A.  Before  these  troubles  commenced. 

Q.  Had  you  any  opinion  then  ?    A.  Knew  nothing  about  them  then. 

Q.  Therefore  you  have  no  opinion  at  all;  is  that  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  None  wiiat ever  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  haven't,  any  more  than  hearing  tho 
same  stories  of  any  one  else. 

Q.  You  have  no  leaning  toward  one  or  the  other  of  the  parties  ?  A.  No, 
sir ;  none  at  all. 

Q.  Have  you  any  prejudice  against  either  of  them  ?    A.  Well,  hardly. 

Q.  Do  you  know  either  of  them  personally  ?    A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  go  to  Mr.  Beecher's  church  ?  A.  I  have  been  there  once  in 
fourteen  years. 

Q.  How  long  ago  ?    A.  That  is  the  last  year. 

Q.  What  church  do  you  attend  ?    A.  Unitarian  Church. 
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Q.  Which  one  ?  A.  Formerly  Dr.  Farley's,  now  Mr.  Putnam's,  comer  oi 
Pierrepont-st.,  and  Monroe-place. 

Q.  Are  you  a  member  of  the  church  ?    A«  I  am. 

Q.  And  your  family — your  wife  a  member  of  the  church  ?    A.  Tes,  sir. 

Q.  I  suppose  you  attend  pretty  regularly  ?    No,  sir ;  I  don't. 

Q.  Are  you  clear  that  your  mind  and  judgment  has  no  bias  or  inclination 
toward  either  one  or  the  other  of  these  parties  i    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  you  have  no  feeling  toward  one  or  the  other  ?  A.  No,  sir ;  I 
have  no  feeling. 

Q.  Or  against  one  or  the  other  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  have  not. 

Q.  That  you  have  no  opinion,  or  conviction,  or  judgment,  in  respect  to 
the  truth  or  untruth  of  the  charge  of  Mr.  Tilton  against  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A. 
Well,  I  can  hardly  answer  that;  I  have  never  investigated  it,  or  read  much 
about  it ;  paid  no  attention  to  it  from  the  first  particularly. 

Q.  That  is  very  clear ;  but  beyond  that,  have  you  any  opinion  as  to  the 
truth  or  untruth  of  that  charge  ?  A.  Well,  I  think  if  my  opinion  went  anj 
way,  that  I  should  doubt  charges  until  I  heard  them  myself. 

Q.  Then  you  have  not  an  opinion  now  ?  A.  Well,  I  haven't  thought  one 
way  or  the  other  about  it,  or  paid  any  attention  to  it. 

Q.  But  I  thought  I  understood  you  to  say  that  you  had  an  opinion  ?  A.  I 
I  would  put  my  mind  down  on  to  the  opinion,  I  should  not  believe  it  w^ithout 
it  is  brought  to  my  notice. 

Q.  Well,  haven't  you  put  your  mind  down  on  it?  A.  No,  sir,  I 
haven't. 

Q.  Didn't  you  put  your  mind  down  on  it  just  now,  when  you  told  me — 
when  you  spoke  of  it  ?  Are  you  not  revolving  the  subject  now  ?  A.  I  can't 
very  well,  as  I  haven't  read  all  the  charges  and  the  proofs,  or  anything  of 
the  kind. 

Q.  But  the  issue  is  presented  to  you  now  whether  he  is  guilty  or  not 
guilty ;  have  you  any  opinion  upon  that  now  ?    A.  No,  sir,  I  haven't. 

Q.  Positive  opinion  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  feel  conscientiously  that  you  could  go  into  the  jury-box  and 
pronounce  an  opinion  upon  the  evidence,  uutrammeled  and  unembarrassed 
by  anything  you  now  feel  or  know  ?     A.  The  evidence  I  would  receive  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir  ?   A.  Yes,  sir,  I  could. 

Q.  You  are  not  conscious  that  when  you  would  go  into  the  jury-box  you 
have  an  inclination  or  disposition  one  way  or  the  other  ?  A.  No,  sir ;  I 
have  not. 

Mr.  Pryar. — That  will  do,  sir.     We  withdraw  the  challenge. 

Mr,  EvarU, — ^We  make  the  challenge.  [To  the  Juror.]  Mr.  Blunt,  how 
long  have  you  lived  in  Brooklyn  ?    A.  I  was  bom  here,  sir. 

Q.  Then  how  old  are  you  ?    A.  Thirty-four. 

Q.  And  how  long  have  you  been  married  ?  A.  I  have  been  married  since 
1867;  1806  I  should  say. 

Q.  And  how  long  have  you  lived  in  your  present  residence  ?  A.  This  is 
the  second  year  I  am  in  it. 

Q.  Where  did  yuu  live  before  ?    A.  In  Bergen-street. 
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Q.  And  have  you  parents  living  here  ?  A«  My  mother  is  living,  not  in 
the  city ;  at  Bay  Ridge,  near  here. 

Q.  But  they  were  residents  here  when  you  were  bom  ?    A.  Yea,  dr. 

Q.  Where  is  your  place  of  business  ?    A.  In  Bcckman-strcet. 

Q.  In  New  York  ?    A.  In  New  York ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  number  ?  A.  No.  77  Beekman-street ;  I  was  at  No.  78;  I  have 
moved  across  to  No.  77  Beekman-street. 

Q.  And  what  firm  ?  A.  The  firm  are  manufacturing  American  rubber 
paint. 

Q.  What  firm  f  A.  The  firm  was  Blunt  &  Moore;  it  was  then  dissolved, 
and  I  have  taken  it  alone  now. 

Q.  You  are  alone  now  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  It  WHS  formerly  William  R.  Blunt?  A.  No,  sir;  that  is  my  brother; 
the  firm  was  formerly  Blunt  &  Moore. 

Q.  Who  is  the  clergyman  at  Dr.  Farley*s  church  now  ?     A.  Mr.  Putnam. 

Q.  And  how  long  have  you  been  an  attendant  in  that  congregation  ?  A. 
As  a  member  of  the  church  ? 

Q.  Well,  an  attendant  ?  A.  Well,  I  went  to  it  when  I  was  a  boy ;  my 
father  went  to  it. 

Q.  Brought  up  in  that  denomination  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Your  wife  the  same?  A.  My  wife  is  rather  Quakerish;  she  now 
attends  the  Unitariam  Church. 

Q.  Now,  have  you  abstained  purposely  from  reading  this  ?  A.  No ;  I 
didn't  like  it,  and  not  only  that,  but  I  hardly  had  the  time ;  all  the  papers  I 
read  would  be  going  down  in  the  cars  mornings,  and  I  would  generally 
glance  over,  and  when  I  got  over  to  business  I  paid  no  more  attention  to  it. 

Q.  And  what  papers  have  you  been  in  the  habit  of  reading  ?  A.  The 
New  York  Times, 

Q.  And  you  arie  free  from  feeling  on  one  side  or  the  other  ?  A.  Well,  I 
have  no  feeling  toward  one  way  or  the  other. 

Q.  Have  you  any  personal  acquaintance  with  either  ?    A.  I  have  not,  sir. 

Q.  At  what  number  in  Bergcn-street  did  you  live  ?  A.  I  think  it  is  either 
279  or  879,  which  I  don't  remember,  between  Fourth  and  Fifth-avenues. 

Mr,  EoarU, — I  withdraw  the  challenge. 

Judos  Neilso!^. — Take  your  seat  there,  sir.  I  would  ask  the  counsel 
whether  these  twelve  jurymen  stand  as  the  jury  in  the  case  ? 

Mr,  MorrU, — No,  sir. 

Mr,  Sherman. — ^It  is  agreed  to  make  the  peremptory  challenges  to*morrow 
morning.* 

FOURTH  DAY,  JANUARY  8,  1875. 

Mr,  Morrie, — We  will  excuse  Mr.  Austin  Packard. 
Judge  Nbilson. — Retire,  Mr.  Packard. 

*  In  a  civil  action  each  party  is  entitled  to  ^e^ peremptory  challenges  (1  L.  1847, 
p.  130,  c.  134).  The  right  is  absolute,  and  continaes  till  the  juror  in  question  is 
sworn  (LindtUy  v.  People,  6  Park.  Cr.  238). 
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Michael  Bubnb  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal  cause. 

Mr,  Beach, — ^Tou  understand  the  nature  of  tiiis  litigation  ?  A.  Well,  I 
have  heard  a  little  of  it  as  I  came  in  the  court  Monday. 

Q.  Do  you  understand  what  the  suit  is  about  ?  A.  i  have  heard  since  I 
came  in  here. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  of  it  before  ?    A.  I  have  a  little  of  it ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  But  have  paid  but  little  attention  to  it  ?    A.  Very  little. 

Q.  Have  you  read  the  accounts,  upon  either  side,  which  have  been  pub- 
lished ?  A.  I  have  read  a  little,  and  I  would  like  to  explain  why  I  read  so 
little  of  it;  I  haven't  read  much  in  six  or  seven  years;  my  eyesight  got  weak, 
and  I  couldn't  read  but  three  or  four  lines  at  a  time ;  that  is  the  reason  I  have 
not  read  it. 

Q.  It  was  not  entirely,  then,  from  want  of  interest  in  the  question  ?  A.  No. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  conversations  upon  the  subject  ?  A.  A  little  ;  not 
much. 

Q.  No  lengthened  discussions  or  controversies  ?    A.  No,  sir ;  I  have  not. 

Q.  Have  you  received  any  impression  or  formed  any  opinion  f  A.  Not 
the  slightest. 

Q.  And  your  mind  is  entirely  unbiased  and^uninfluenced  in  regard  to  the 
truth  of  the  charges  against  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  As  free  as  tlie  wind,  sir. 

Q.  What  is  your  business  ?  A.  I  hnven^t  got  any  business  at  present ;  I 
have  retired  out  of  my  business  about  four  years  ago ;  my  last  business  was 
building  houses  and  selling  them — when  I  could. 

Q.  That  was  in  prosperous  times  ?  A.  It  is  a  little  bad  now ;  it  don't 
pay  to  build. 

Q.  You  are  a  man  of  family,  I  take  it,  sir  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  a  professor  of  Christianity  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  To  what  church  are  you  attached  ?  A.  I  belong  to  the  St.  Vincent  De 
Paul's  Roman  Catholic  Church,  North  Sixth-st. 

Mr.  Beach, — We  withdraw  our  challenge. 

Mr,  JSharU.—  We  renew  the  challenge.  [To  the  juror.]  How  old  are  you  ? 
A.  I  am  57  years,  sir. 

Q.  And  how  long  have  you  lived  in  Brooklyn  ?  A.  I  have  lived  here 
about  28  or  29  years. 

Q.  Were  you  born  in  this  country  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  was  born  in  Ireland. 

Q.  Have  you  lived  here  ever  since  you  came  ?  A.  I  have  lived  in  the 
state  of  New  York,  between  here  and  Dutchess  countj^  since  I  came  to  this 
country,  in  1836. 

Q.  I  don't  know  that  you  have  given  us  your  present  place  of  residence  f 
A.    No.  80  North  £ighth-st.,  Williamsburgh,   Eastern  District,  Brooklyn. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  lived  there  ?    A.  Since  1868. 

Q.  Now,  haven't  you  talked  about  this  business  more  or  less  ?  A.  I  have 
a  little,  but  a  mere  trifle. 

Q.  In  your  own  family  ?  A.  Well,  my  wife  and  me  might  speak  about  it 
sometimes. 

Q.  Well,  had  she  any  opinion  about  the  matter  ?  A.  No,  ax  ;  she  is 
getting  pretty  old  now ;  she  don't  talk  much. 
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Q.  Are  you  and  your  wife  the  whole  of  your  family  at  present  f  A..  Me 
and  my  wife,  sir;  my  children  are  all  married,  and  keep  house  for  themselyes. 

Q.  Living  here  in  Brooklyn  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  have  you  talked  with  them  about  the  matter  ?  A.  No;  I  have 
heard  my  son  say  something  about  it,  once  in  a  while,  but  did  not  pay  any 
particular  interest  or  attention  to  it. 

Q.  Then  you,  as  a  family,  have  not  taken  any  particular  interest  In  the 
matter  ?    A.  Not  the  slightest. 

Q.  Haven't  taken  sides  in  it  ?  A.  No,  sir ;  one  is  as  friendly  to  me  as  the 
other. 

Q.  Well,  in  regard  to  your  associates  and  friends  in  your  church,  have 
you  talked  there  about  it  ?    A.  Not  the  slightest. 

Q.  There  is  no  feeling  there  on  the  subject  ?     A.  Not  a  particle,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  you  haven't  been  absolutely  doing  nothing  for  four  years,  have 
you?      A.  No,  sir;  it  takes  all  my  time  fixing  up  my  own  little  places. 

Q.  Have  you  any  connection  with  any  of  the  lawyers  here  specially  ?  A. 
Not  the  slightest,  sir;  \  have  seen  Mr.  Morris  a  few  times,  but  I  do  not  know 
as  I  ever  saw  any  of  the  other  gentlemen. 

Q.  Well,  you  stand  indifferent  as  to  the  whole  case  and  all  its  surround- 
ings ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Evarts. — We  submit  the  case  to  your  Honor. 

JqpoE  Netlson. — [To  the  juror].     Take  a  seat  in  the  jury-box,  sir, 

Mr.  Beach. — At  this  moment  we  don't  propose  to  interpose  any  further 
challenges;  we  may  before  the  jury  is  finally  completed. 

Mr.  Eoarts. — We  will  take  your  Honor's  direction  about  that  as  to  the  ex- 
haustion by  one  party  or  the  other  of  their  challenges  now. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  will  be  the  rule,  I  think. 

Mr.  Eoarts. — That  the  plaintiff  must  exhaust  his  before  we  make  ours  f 

Judge  Neilson.— Isn't  that  the  rule  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — It  is  not. 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  is  our  notion. 

Mr.  Beach. — Your  Honor  will  perceive  that,  upon  this  subject  of  chal- 
lenges, by  the  order  which  you  have  made,  you  have  imposed  upon  the  plain- 
tiff the  whole  duty  and  obligatioii  of  initiating  the  examination  in  regard  to 
jurors.  We  have  considered  it,  sir,  rather  onerous,  so  far  as  the  mere  per- 
formance of  labor  is  concerned.  It  would  have  been  eminently  fair,  I  think, 
if  the  rule  of  alternation  had  been  adopted  in  regard  to  challenges  ;  it  would 
have  been  an  equitable  division  of  labor  at  any  rate.  But  in  regard  to  this 
right  of  peremptory  challenge,  sir,  I  apprehend  it  is  not  a  subject  of  discre- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  court.  At  any  time  before  the  jury  is  sworn,  at  any 
rate,  we  have  the  absolute  right  to  interpose  a  challenge. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes ;  I  suppose  you  have. 

Mr.  Bea/ih. — We  shall  not  exercise  it  now. 

Mr.  Evarts, — If  your  Honor  please,  does  your  Honor  understand  that  the 
challenge  for  principal  cause  and  for  favor  is  exhausted  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  unless  something  new  has  come  to  your  mind. 

Mr.  Evarts. — lam  not  speaking  in  reference  to  our  side  in  particular,   bat 
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only  as  to  the  situation  in  which  we  stand  on  both  sides  now  in  reference  to 
peremptory  challenges,  that  we  should  understand  whether  the  challenges  for 
favor  are  now  over  unless  upon  something  that  comes  to  our  knowledge  after 
this. 

Judge  Nkilsok. — Is  that  so  understood,  gentlemen  ? 

Mr.  EvarU. — In  other  words,  if  our  learned  friends  propose  to  offer  any 
evidence,  or  renew  challenges  for  favor,  that  they  should  do  it  now.  I  sup- 
pose we  are  entitled,  on  both  sides,  to  have  that  matter  over  and  understood 
to  be  over  when  we  come  to  our  peremptory  challenges;  otherwise  we  might 
be  somewhat  in  the  dark  in  regard  to  it,  and  we  shall  agree  that  if  some- 
thing comes  to  the  knowledge  of  our  learned  associates  and  our  learned  oppo- 
nents between  now  and  the  actual  impanneling  of  the  jury,  perhaps  It  is 
always  in  time. 

Judge  Neilsox. — You  agree  to  that,  gentlemen,  in  substance? 

Mr,  Beach, — I  do  not  think  that  I  should  agree  to  a  proposition  which  is 
not  sound  practice.  If  anything  has  come  to  our  knowledge  since  the  last 
session  of  the  court,  which  we  should  in  any  emergency  see  fit  to  present  to 
your  Honor's  discretion  as  a  matter  of  challenge  to  any  gentleman  on  the  jury, 
we  should  have  a  right  to  do  so. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  understand  that  to  be  admitted. 

Mr.  Beach. — No,  he  wants  to  limit  it  to  any  subject  which  should  come  to 
our  knowledge  after  this  p:»rticular  moment. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  it  should  be  after  we  closed  yesterday,  treating 
both  sides  in  that  wav. 

Mr.  EtarU. — It  is  not  perfectly  clear  that  neither  side  should  be  com- 
pelled to  exhaust  his  peremptory  challenges  until  the  body  of  the  jurors  upon 
"which  that  challenge  is  to  be  exercised  is  determined,  and  if  my  learned 
friends  have  the  purpose  of  renewing  a  challenge  for  cause  against  any  one 
of  these  gentlemen,  to  save  the  expression  of  intelligimce  coming  to  either 
side,  between  the  present  moment  of  determining  their  action  and  decision  and 
the  final  conclusion  of  the  matter,  because  a  new  state  of  facts  and  knowledge 
is  thus  imposed ;  but  why  there  should  be  a  reservation  in  respect  lo  knowledge 
now  possessed,  although  it  has  only  been  acquired  since  we  adjourned,  does 
not  strike  me  with  any  very  great  force. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  seems  to  me  each  of  you  ought  to  be  at  liberty  to 
ftvail  yourselves  of  any  objection  which  rests  on  information  which  comes  to 
you  after  the  jurors  have  taken  their  seats,  dating  back  as  far  as  yesterday 
ftftemoon. 

Mr.  EtarU. — That  we  agree  to.  And  now  the  question  as  to  the  time  of 
czhaosting  it;  whether  before  or  after  the  peremptory  challenges. 

Judge  Neilson.  —Either,  I  think,  as  best  suits  your  convenience,  so  as  to 
get  ftC  the  vital  thing  irrespective  of  the  form. 

Mr.  Evarts. — [To  the  last  accepted  juror.]  Mr.  Burns,  we  won*t  trouble 
yoo  any  longer. 

The  Clerk, — ^Mr.  Bums,  you  are  excused,  and  if  you  desire  you  can  retire. 

JoHH  F.  Taylor  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal  cause. 
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Mr,  FuUerton, — Where  do  you  reside  ?    A.  In  Williamsburgh. 

Q.  Have  yon  read  more  or  less  in  regard  to  this  controversy  ?  A.  Yes, 
sir;  I  have  read  more  or  less. 

Q.  Formed  an  opinion  ?    A.  A  modified  opinion. 

Q.  What  is  your  occupation  ?    A.  I  am  a  cork  dealer  and  manofactnrer. 

Q.  Do  you  belong  to  any  religious  society  ?    A.  No,  I  do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  attend  divine  service  ?    A.  Sometimes. 

Q.  What  denomination  ?  A«  I  go  to  some  of  the  churches  in  Bedford- 
avenue  of  different  denominations. 

Q.  Please  to  speak  a  little  louder,  so  that  these  gentlemen  can  hear  you. 
I  didn't  understand  what  denomination.  A.  I  go  to  churches  of  different 
denominations  in  Bedford-avenue,  and  some  other  churches  in  the  city. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  attended  Plymouth  Church  ?    A.  Only  once,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  ago  was  that  ?    A.  Over  20  years. 

Q.  You  say  you  have  a  modified  opinion?    A.  Tes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  it  does  not  exist  now  as  it  did  originally  t  A* 
I  consider  my  mind  at  present  neutral. 

Q.  Well,  that  would  indicate  that  you  have  no  opinion  at  all  ?  A.  Not 
for  or  against  either  party. 

Q.  How  did  you  mean  to  be  understood,  then,  when  you  said  you  had  a 
modified  opinioti  ?    A.  In  the  same  sense. 

.     (^  That  it  was  no  opinion  at  all  ?    A.  It  is  pretty  nearly  the  same,  I 
should  judge,  as  no  opinion  at  all. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  entertain  any  opinion  upon  the  subject  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  At  one  time  you  did  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  it  yielded  to  something,  did  it  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  reading  further 
left  me  without  any  accurate  opinion  to  go  by — that  I  could  go  by,  at  least, 
so  as  to  decide  on  which  party  there  was  right  or  wrong. 

Q.  When  were  you  summoned  as  a  juror  ?  A.  I  think  it  was  on  Thurs- 
day before  New- Year's;  I  think  so,  Wednesday  or  Thursday. 

Q.  Have  you  conversed  with  any  one,  since  you  were  summoned,  upon 
the  subject  ?    A.  I  think  not. 

Q  Did  you  converse  with  many  persons  prior  to  your  being  summoned  ! 
A.  No,  not  many;  I  have  got  but  a  few  associates  and  acquaintances — no 
opportunity  to  converse  much. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  participate  in  any  discussion  on  the  subject  ?  A.  Yes, 
sir;  I  exchanged  some  words  in  relation  to  it. 

Q.  On  more  than  one  occasion  f  A.  It  might  have  been  more  than  one 
occasion. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  of  more  than  one  ?    A.  Not  distinctly. 

Q.  In  that  discussion  sides  were  taken  ?  A  Yes,  sir ;  na,  I  don't  know 
that  there  was  any  discussion ;  I  don't  think  there  was.  It  was  simply  a  con- 
Tersation  about  it. 

Q.  An  exchange  of  views  ?    A.  Just  about  like  that. 

Q.  And  without  combating  the  views  of  each  other  f  A.  Nothing  of  that 
kind;  oh  !  no. 

Q.  Won't  yoo  state,  Mr.  Taylor,  what  you  have  read  upon  this  sabject, 
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please,  a  little  more  particularly  ?  A.  I  think  I  read  the  statement  by  Mr. 
Tilton,  and  I  think  I  read  that  by  Mr.  Beecher,  but  the  opinions  of  both  were 
so  positive  and  so  opposite  that  I  could  not  decide  between  them,  not  know- 
ing either  party — not  knowing  anything  about  them — no  means  of  deciding 
on  which  side  there  was  fact  or  fiction. 

Q.  Which  did  you  read  first  ?  A.  I  suppose  whichever  appeared  first ;  I 
forget  which  that  was. 

Q.  Don^t  you  recollect  ?  A.  I  believe  Mr.  Tilton's  statement  appeared 
fixBt ;  I  think  so— I  won't  be  positive. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  Bacon  letter  ?  A.  T  may  have  done,  but  I  have  no 
distinct  recollection  at  all  of  its  contents;  I  don't  know  what  it  contains;  I 
don't  know  now. 

Q.  How  early  was  it  that  you  formed  the  opinion  which  you  speak  of  ? 
A.  I  suppose  it  must  have  been  just  about  as  soon  as  ever  the  statement  was 
made,  and  then  that  opinion  changed  when  a  counter  statement  was  made. 

Q  Do  you  mean  to  be  understood  that  your  opinion  changed  ?  A.  Cer- 
tainly I  do. 

Q.  That  is,  from  one  side  to  the  other  ?  A.  Just  as  any  person's  would 
when  they  would  sec  evidence  on  one  side  and  evidence  on  the  other,  and  not 
know  on  which  side  the  truth  was. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  be  understood  that  you  gave  up  your  opinion,  or  that 
yon  changed  it  from  one  party  to  the  other?  A.  No,  sir;  I  must  not  be 
understood  as  meaning  that.  I  mean  tliat  it  left  my  mind  undecided  either 
way.     I  could  not  tell  on  which  side  there  was  right  or  wrong. 

Q.  Do  you  know  either  of  the  parties  to  the  controversy  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  no  acquaintance  either  with  Mr.  Tilton  or  with  Mr.  Beecher  ? 
A.  Nothing  whatever  or  in  relation  to  any  persons  associated  with  them. 

Q.  How  ?  A.  No  acquaintance  with  any  person  associated  with  them  in 
mny  manner,  nor  with  their  churches,  if  they  belong  to  churches,  both  sides. 

Q.  Did  I  ask  you  how  long  you  had  lived  in  Brooklyn  7  A.  I  don't  think 
^oa  did. 

Q.  Please  state,  then  7    A.  About  eighteen  years. 

Q.  Have  you  carried  on  business  during  all  that  time  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Where  did  you  carry  on  business  before  you  entered  into  business  in 
'Williamsburgh  ?    A.  I  was  with  a  firm  in  New  York  as  a  workman. 

Q.  What  firm  was  that  ?    A.  Sparkman  &  Truslow. 

Q.  Are  you  a  man  of  family  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Does  your  family  attend  divine  service  7    A.  Not  regularly. 

Q.  When  they  do  attend,  where  do  they  attend  7  A.  They  go  to  Lee  Ave- 
nae  chiefly. 

Q.  What  denomination  7  A.  I  believe  they  are  Dutch  Reformed ;  I  think 
that  is  the  name  they  have;  they  sometimes  go  to  Dr.  Porter's  church. 

Q.  Is  that  Dr.  Carroll's  7  A.  It  may  be ;  I  don't  know  the  name  of  the 
pantors. 

Q.  Have  you  discassed  this  matter  in  your  own  family  7  A.  No,  air ;  no 
diflcuasion ;  I  have  got  only  a  daughter,  that  is  all— a  grown-up  girl. 

Q.  What  is  her  age  7    A.  It  may  be  about  twenty  or  twenty-two. 
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Q.  Is  your  wife  not  living  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q,  Your  family  consists,  then,  of  your  daughter  and  yourself  ?  A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  your  daughter  unmarried  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  discusped  the  matter  with  her  ?  A.  Never  a  discussion; 
nO)  sir.    I  have  mentioned  it,  and  that  is  all;  no  discussion  about  it  whatever. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  expressed  to  any  one  an  opinion  ?  A.  Oh  I  yes ;  at  first 
I  did,  as  I  mentioned,  I  think. 

Q.  Frequently  ?     A.  No,  the  opportunities  were  not  frequent. 

Q.  When  you  did  express  one,  was  it  a  decided  opinion  ?  A.  It  was  not; 
it  could  not  be  decided,  because  I  had  no  means  of  making  it  decided.  It 
was  a  newspaper  report,  and  I  receive  with  a  good  deal  of  reservation  re- 
ports of  newspapers,  until  they  meet  with  further  confirmation. 

Q.  This  was  not  a  newspaper  article  that  you  saw,  was  it  ?  I  understood 
you  to  say  it  was  the  statements  of  the  parties  ?  A.  Well,  as  published  in 
the  papers — that  is  alL 

Q.  Did  you  express  opinions  frequently  ?  A.  No,  I  had  no  opportunity 
to  express  them  frequently. 

Q.  No>v,  be  kind  enough  to  tell  me  to  whom  you  expressed  the  opinions 
that  you  did  express  ?  A.  They  were  strangers  who  happened  to  come  in 
about  work  or  business,  and  that  is  about  all,  as  near  as  I  know.  It  never 
interested  me  to  say  so  very  much. 

Q.  Can  you  recall  the  names  of  these  persons  ?     A.  No,  I  could  not. 

Q.  How  came  the  subject  to  be  introduced  ?  A.  Because  it  is  a  popular 
subject,  I  suppose,  or  one  of  those  things  that  people  will  talk  about,  may  be. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  you  introduced  it  or  whether  your  visitors 
introduced  it  ?    A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Can't  you  tell  upon  any  one  occasion  whether  you  or  he  introduced  the 
subject  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I  could  call  that  to  mind.  I  may  have  done  so; 
not  caring  enough  about  it  to  recollect  suflicicntly,  it  passed  out  of  my  mind. 

Q.  Do  you  think  if  you  went  upon  this  jury  that  you  could  render  a  ver- 
dict strictly  according  to  the  evidence  that  would  be  adduced  before  you,  with- 
out reference  to  anything  that  you  have  read  or  heard  upon  this  subject  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  uninfiuenced  by  any  opinion,  whether  modified  or  otherwise, 
which  you  may  have  formed  in  regard  to  it  ?  A.  I  think  I  am  entirely  free 
to  decide  according  to  such  facts  as  I  hear. 

Q.  Without  bias  or  prejudice  ?    A.  Entirely,  I  think;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Give  us  your  address,  if  you  please  f    A.  No.  56  Boerum-streeL 

Q.  And  your  place  of  business,  please?    A.  Pearl-street,  No.  300. 

Mr.  Morris, — Boerum-street  is  in  Williamsburgh  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — We  withdraw  the  challenge. 

Mr.  Shearman. — W^  are  satisfied. 

JuDOB  Nbilson.— Take  a  seat,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach. — We  are  waiting,  sir,  under  the  supposition  that  our  friends 
on  the  other  side  are  consulting,  but  they  apprise  us  that  they  are  waiting 
for  us,  and  we  therefore  peremptorily  challenge  Mr.  Ira  Down. 

The  Clerk. — ^Mr.  Down,  step  aside,  sir. 
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William  T.  Jsffbet  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal 
cause. 

Mr,  FuHerton. — Have  you  formed  an  opinion  in  regard  to  this  contro- 
▼ersy  ?    A.  I  have,  sir. 

Q.  Is  it  a  very  decided  one  ?    A.  Well,  it  is  not  very  decided;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Would  it  yield  to  evidence  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  think  that  you  could  enter  the  jury-box  and  decide  the  case 
according  to  the  evidence,  and  it  alone,  uninfluenced  by  any  opinion  that 
yon  may  have  formed  ?    A.  I  think  J  could. 

Q.  You  would  try  to  do  so,  at  least  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  discussed  this  matter  frequently  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Warmly  ?    A.  Not  very  warmly;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Taken  sides  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Always  been  upon  one  side,  I  suppose  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Has  your  opinion  changed  at  all  in  its  degree  since  the  controversy 
commenced  ?    A.  Well,  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  it  stronger  or  weaker  than  it  was  in  the  first  instance  now  f  A.  I 
think  it  is  weaker  than  it  was  at  first. 

Q.  Giving  way  somewhat.  Where  do  you  attend  Divine  services  ?  A.  I 
go  to  the  Episcopal  Church  most  of  the  time. 

Q.  Are  you  a  man  of  family  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Where  do  you  carry  on  business  ?     A.  In  New  York. 

Q.  Alone  or  in  partnership  ?    A.  I  am  alone. 

Q.  What  is  your  business  ?    A.  I  am  a  flour  broker. 

Q.  Where  do  you  carry  it  on  ?    A.  17  Moore-st. 

Q.  Where  do  you  reside  ?    A.  158  Elliott-place. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  resided  in  Brooklyn  ?  A.  I  have  been  here  12 
years. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  attended  Plymouth  Church  ?  A.  I  never  have  yet  at 
service.  I  went  there  oiice  to  hear  Dickens  read,  and  I  went  to  an  organ  con- 
cert there. 

Q.  You  are  a  regtilar  attendant  at  the  Episcopal  Church  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  is  pastor  of  the  Church  where  you  attend  ?  A.  Rev.  Dr.  Drowne 
of  the  church  that  I  belong  to. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  either  of  the  parties  to  this  controversy  ?  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  Not  even  a  speaking  acquaintance  ?  A.  I  know  them  by  sight,  that 
is  all. 

Q.  Does  your  father's  family  reside  here  ?  A.  I  live  with  my  mother  ;  I 
have  no  father. 

Q.  You  reside  with  your  mother  f    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  She  resides  in  Brooklyn  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  does  she  attend  service  ?  A.  She  goes  to  the  Church  of  the  Re- 
deemer, Fourth-ave. 

Q.  An  Episcopal  Church  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  have  you  read  upon  this  subject  ?  A.  Well  I  have  read  about 
all  the  newspaper  articles — ^the  reports. 
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Q.  Did  you  read  the  statements  of  the  parties  ?    A.  Yea,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  expressed  an  opinion  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Frequently?     A.  Well,  several  times;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  recently  have  you  expressed  one  ?    A.  I  think  within  a  month. 

Q.  Not  since  you  were  summoned  ?     No,  sir. 

Q.  When  were  you  summoned  ?  A.  I  was  summoned,  I  think,  it  was  the 
eyening  before  New  Year's  Day. 

Q.  To  whom  did  you  express  the  opinion  within  the  month  past  ?  A.  I 
could  not  say  particularly  who. 

Q.  Don't  you  remember  ?    A.  I  can  name  one  man ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Name  him,  please  ?    A.  His  name  is  Henry  Dillon. 

Q.  Where  does  he  reside  ?  A.  I  don't  know  where  he  lives;  he  lives  in 
Brooklyn  somewhere. 

Q.  Where  was  it  ?     A.  At  the  New  York  Produce  Exchange. 

Q.  In  New  York  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  it  a  discussion  on  this  subject  ?    A.  We  were  talking  it  over;  yes. 

Q.  He  expressed  an  opinion  ?    A.  He  did. 

Q.  And  you  expressed  an  opinion  ?    A.  I  did. 

Q.  Did  you  differ  in  opinion  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  discuss  it  at  all  ?     A.   We  talked  about  it  a  few  minutes. 

Q.  Well,  that  is  the  way  to  discuss — to  talk  about  it  ?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  discuss  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  expressed  your  views  and  he  his  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Pretty  warmly  ?    A.  No,  sir;  not  warmly. 

Q.  How  long  did  the  discussion  last  ?    A.  Perhaps  a  few  minutes. 

Q.  Any  third  person  present  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  there  was. 

Q.  About  how^  long  ago  was  that  ?  A.  It  was  within  a  month ;  I  can  no 
say  exactly  how  long  it  was,  but  as  I  remember  it  was  within  a  month. 

Q.  Do  you  think  that  is  the  last  time  that  you  have  expressed  an  opinion 
A.  I  think  it  is ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Jeffrey,  you  are  an  intelligent  gentleman  and  understand  the 
duties  of  a  juror.  I  put  the  question  to  you  again,  and  you  must  be  the 
judge,  of  course,  whether  you  think  you  have"  control  over  your  own  mind 
sufficiently — and  conclusions  whatever  they  may  be — to  go  into  the  jury-box, 
and  decide  this  question  according  to  the  sworn  evidence  of  the  witnesses 
that  come  before  you,  unbiased,  unprejudiced,  and  uninfluenced  in  the 
slightest  degree  by  any  preconceived  opinion  that  you  may  have  formed  f  A. 
I  think  I  could* 

Q.  And  you  will  try  to  do  so  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  will  put  this  question  to  you:  judging  from  what  you  know  of  yoirr- 
self,  do  you  not  think  that  you  would  receive  with  greater  favor  that  evidence 
which  was  in  harmony  with  your  present  view  than  you  would  that  which 
was  antagonistic  to  it  ?    A.  I  do  not  think  I  would,  sir. 

Mr,  FuUerUnti, — We  withdraw  the  challenge. 

Mr,  EoartB. — Are  you  in  business  alone  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  line  of  your  business  arc  you  in  ?    A.  I  am  a  selling  flour  broker. 

Q.  And  you  are  a  member  of  the  Produce  Exchange  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  How  long  hnve  you  been  so  ?  A.  I  have  been  a  member  for  over  10 
years. 

Q.  And  acquainted  with  all  the  dealers  there  ?    A.  Most  of  them;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  any  connection  w^ith  Mr.  Moulton,  or  any  of  his  firm  or 
partners?  A.  No,  sir;  I  know  them  by  sight — ail  of  them;  that  is,  I  say 
all  of  them;  I  know  one  Mr.  Woodruff,  and  one  Mr.  Robinson,  and  Mr. 
Moulton  by  sight. 

Q.  Tou  know  them  as  you  do  other  business  men  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  They  have  to  do  with  the  Produce  Exchange  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  not  Mr.  Moulton  a  clerk  of  it,  or  secretary,  or  something  ?  A. 
I  think  not. 

Q.  I  don't  mean  now,  but  hasn't  he  been  ?  A.  I  do  not  remember  that 
he  ever  was. 

Q.  Well,  it  is  no  matter;  it  is  of  no  consequence.  Your  acquaintance 
with  them  is  the  same  as  with  other  merchants,  and  only  by  sight  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  EvarU, — We  will  withdraw  the  challenge. 

The  juror  took  his  place  in  the  box. 

Mr  Erarti. — Mr.  Westman,  you  may  retire. 

The  juror,  Westman,  left  the  box. 

John  H.  Hucke  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal  cause. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — Do  you  reside  in  Brooklyn  ?    A.  I  do,  sir. 

Q.  And  carry  on  business  here  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  connection  with  any  one,  or  alone  ?    A.  Alone. 

Q.  What  is  your  business,  please  ?    A.  Grocer. 

Q.  Where  is  your  place  of  business  ?    A.  No.  548  Bed  ford -avenue. 

Q.  Have  you  read  some  in  regard  to  this  controversy  ?    A.  I  have. 

Q.  A  good  deal  7  A.  I  can  not  say  that  I  have  read  a  good  deal :  I  have 
read  some  of  it. 

Q.  Conversed  a  good  deal  about  it  ?    A.  Conversed  some ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  discussed  the  question,  have  you  ?    A.  At  times. 

Q.  Have  you  formed  an  opinion  ?    A.  No,  I  have  not. 

Q.  Did  what  you  read  make  no  impression  upon  your  mind  at  all  ?  A. 
At  times  it  has. 

Q.  Well,  how  did  you  get  rid  of  those  impressions  thus  formed  ?  A. 
Well,  I  have  changed  them  according  as  I  have  read  different  statements, 
that  is.  different  articles  in  the  papers. 

Q.  Your  present  condition,  then,  is  that  you  have  no  opinion  upon  the 
subject :  is  that  it  f    A.  No;  I  can't  say  as  I  have. 

Q.  Have  you  got  any  impression  upon  the  subject  ?  A.  No ;  not  at 
present. 

Q.  Neither  impression  nor  opinion  f    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  expressed  an  opinion  ?  A.  I  have,  I  guess  ;  I  am  not 
sure  as  I  have ;  I  am  not  sure  as  I  have  not. 

Q.  Don't  you  remember  in  any  of  these  controversies  or  discussions  which 

you  may  have  had  in  regard  to  this  matter,   that  you  have  expressed  an 

opinion  f    A.  I  do  not  remember  as  I  have. 
I.— n 
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Q.  In  these  discussiona,  did  you  tuke  sides?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  I  did 
at  times. 

Q.  You  were  in  favor  of  either  one  party  or  the  other  ?  A.  At  times  I 
have  bt'en  in  favor  of  one,  and  other  times  I  have  been  in  favor  of  other 
parties. 

Q.  Did  you  so  express  yourself  ?    A.  I  believe  I  did. 

Q.  Did  you  say  you  believed  one  or  the  other  of  the  parties  was  innocent 
or  guilty,  as  the  case  might  be  ?  A.  Well,  I  could  not  say  as  to  the  innocence 
or  guilt,  but  I  thought  things  looked  reasonable  one  way,  and  then  I  thought 
things  looked  right  the  other  way. 

Q.  Do  you  belong  to  any  religious  denomination  ?  A.  No,  sir,  I  do  not 
belong;  I  am  not  a  member  of  any  religious  denomination. 

Q.  Do  you  attend  service  anywhere  ?    A.  I  do. 

Q,  Where  ?    A.  Different  places — wherever  my  mind  leads  me  to. 

Q.  Where  does  your  mind  lead  you  ?  A.  As  a  general  thing,  to  the  De- 
Kalb  Methodist  Church. 

Q.  Delv alb-avenue  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  is  the  pastor  of  that  church?  A.  A  Mr.  Piatt;  I  don't  know  his 
other  name. 

Q.  Where  else  do  you  attend  ?  A.  I  attend  the  Henry-street  German 
Church  at  times,  and  I  attend  the  Baptist  Church  on  Bedford -avenue. 

Q.  Are  .\ou  German  bom  ?    A.  I  am. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  in  this  country  ?    A.  Twenty  years. 

Q.  You  are  a  citizen  ?    A.  I  am. 

Q.  Do  you  know  either  of  the  parties  to  this  controversy  ?  A.  I  do  not; 
no,  sir. 

Q.  Not  even  a  speaking  acquaintance  ?    A.  I  do  know  them  by  sight. 

Q.  You  have  no  speaking  acquaintance  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  When  were  you  summoned  ?    A.  The  last  day  of  the  old  year,  I  think. 

Q.  Have  you  conversed  with  any  one  since  you  were  summoned  ?  A.  No. 
sir — well,  yes,  I  have  conversed,  you  know;  that  is,  I  have  said  that  I  had 
been  summoned,  if  that  is  any  conversation. 

Q.  Is  that  all  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  gone  no  further  than  that  ?  A.  No,  no  discussion  on  the 
subject  since  that. 

Q.  Who  summoned  you?  A.  That  I  don't  know,  I  am  sure.  The 
sherifi*'B  name  is  on  the  paper. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with  him  ?  A.  I  think  I  have  not.  I 
said,  * '  Oh,  pshaw  !  "    That  is  about  all  the  conversation  I  had. 

Q.  Are  you  a  married  man  ?    A.  I  am,  sir. 

Q.  Where  does  you  wife  attend  divine  service  ?  A.  She  attends  St. 
Patrick's  Church,  on  Kent-avenue. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  been  to  Plymouth  Church  ?    A.  I  have. 

Q.  How  frequently  ?    A.  Twice  in  my  life. 

Q.  When  was  the  last  ?    A.  About  four  years  ago,  I  guess. 

Q.  Have  you  ever  discussed  this  matter  with  your  wife  ?  A.  I  don't 
know  as  I  have;  being  a  delicate  subject|  I  don't  like  to  talk  about  it. 
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Q.  Have  yna  discussed  it  with  any  one  within  the  past  month  ?  A.  I 
don't  know  as  I  have;  I  might  have,  but  I  can  not  say  as  I  have. 

Mr.  Fullert^n. — We  withdraw  the  challenge. 

Mr.  Etarts. — Do  you  think  that  you  could  act  impartially  between  these 
parties  f     A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Notwithstanding  you  have  read  a  good  deal,  heard  a  good  deal,  and 
talked  a  good  deal  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  I  could. 

Q.  And  have  had  opinions  one  way  and  the  other  ?    A.  Tes,  sir. 

Q.  What  is  the  state  of  your  mind  on  the  subject  that  makes  you  feel 
confident  that  all  this  past  impression  that  has  operated  upon  you  leaves  no 
results?  A.  Well,  I  don't  know;  I  can  not  say  as  I  have  any  impression  at 
present  about  it.  It  is  immaterial  to  me.  I  have  no  interest  either  which 
way  or  the  other. 

Q.  It  is  immaterial  to  you  in  a  personal  sense,  but  on  the  responsibility  of 
a  juror,  we  want  to  know  whether  you  stand  indifferent  and  clear,  with  your 
mind  unaffected  by  the  impressions  and  opinions  that  you  have  heretofore 
had  ?    A.  Well,  I  do ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  do  you  thins  you  have  been  so  clear  that  you  could  be 
entirely  impartial  ?  A.  I  don't  know,  I  am  sure.  I  have  never  taken  a  great 
interest  in  it,  or  discussed  the  matter  with  any  force,  that  I  had  any  interest 
in  it,  vou  know. 

Q.  Tou  say  you  are  a  grocer.  Are  you  a  wholesale  grocer  or  a  family 
grocer  ?     A.  I  am  a  retail  grocer. 

Q.  What  is  called  a  family  grocer  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  IIow  long  have  you  carried  on  business  at  your  present  place  ?  A. 
About  six  years. 

Q.  In  the  same  place  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  a  partner  ?    A.  No,  sir,  I  have  not. 

Q.  Is  your  business  an  active  one  ?  A.  Well,  yes,  we  have  got  something 
to  do. 

Mr.  Shearman. — What  street  is  it  near,  please  ?  A.  On  the  comer  of 
Lafayette-avenue. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — You  came  here  from  Germany  ?    A.  I  did. 

Q.  How  old  were  you  when  you  came  here  ?  A.  I  was  18  years  old  when 
I  left  home. 

Q.  Did  you  understand  English  when  you  came  here  ?  A.  No,  sir,  I  did 
not. 

Q.  You  learned  it  altogether  here  ?    A.  Yes,  sir,  I  did. 

Q.  And  learning  it  here,  I  suppose,  as  you  became  of  that  age,  you  have 
learned  it  in  the  way  of  your  business  ?    A.  That  is  the  only  way. 

Q.  Only  in  that  way  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  our  language  so  as  to  catch  and  understand 
everything  that  the  lawyers  and  witnesses  will  say  in  this  complicated  case  f 
A.  I  am  pretty  well  acquainted  with  the  language. 

Q  I  see  that  you  understand  and  talk  very  well,  no  doubt,  for  ordinary 
purposes.  The  question  is  whether  in  a  case  such  as  you  understand  this  to 
be,  you  tbiok  you  hare  that  complete  knowledge  of  our  language  that  a  juror 
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should  properly  have  ?  A.  Well,  I  understand  everything  in  the  business  or 
anything  like  that.  I  understand  it  pretty  well.  You  have  to  judge  your- 
self whether  I  am  capable  of  understanding  your  language. 

Q.  You  certainly  talk  very  well.  You  know  the  letters  and  papers  are  all 
to  be  criticised  as  to  what  they  mean,  what  a  fair  view,  and  what  the  shades 
of  interpretation  are  to  l>e.  Now  you  must  give  us  an  honest  opinion  ?  A. 
Well,  my  opinion  1  give  you.     You  must  form  your  own  opinion. 

Q.  I  mean  on  this  subject  of  language  ?  A.  That  is  what  I  mean.  I 
think  I  can  understand  what  you  say,  unless  you  go  in  too  much  of  a  diction- 
ary way. 

Q.  You  have  served  as  a  juryman  ?    A.  Never. 

Q.  Never  served  a^  a  juryman  ?     A.  No,  sir;  I  have  not. 

Q.  No  experience  in  that  way  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Mr,  Eharis, — We  submit  it  to  your  Honor.  He  is  a  very  candid  and  intel- 
ligent gentleman — no  doubt  about  that.  The  only  point  that  I  see,  that  I  am 
a  little  dim  about,  is  the  intelligence  about  the  language  in  this  peculiar  case. 

Mr.  Beach. — We  hold  him  to  be  a  competent  juror,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — Your  challenge  was  withdrawn,  was  it  I 

Mr,  Fuller  ton. — Yes,  sir. 

Judge  Nrilson. — The  thing  that  troubles  me  is  that  the  gentleman  has 
read  so  much  about  it  and  conversed  so  much  about  it.  If  you  feel  satisfied 
on  both  sides  that  that  impression  is  gone,  as  he  seems  to  be  satisfied 

Mr.  Etarts, — I  can  not  say  that  we  feel  that,  but  then  he  answered  it 
pretty  reasonably;  but  still  I  wish  distinctly  to  submit  this  whole  question  in 
regard  to  this  gentleman  to  your  Honor. 

Judge  Neilson — [To  the  juror.]  You  have  no  impression  about  it,  I 
understand  you,  either  way  ?    A.  I  have  not;  no. 

Q.  Touching  the  question  involved  ?     A.  That  I  understand. 

Q.  You  think  you  stand  perfectly  unbiased  and  free  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  you  can  take  a  seat. 

Mr.  Beach.— Some  information,  sir,  has  come  that  has  been  communicated 
to  counsel  upon  both  sides,  which  may  possibly  require  some  conference  on 
the  subject  connected  with  the  jury,  and  if  your  Honor  would  now  give  us 
our  intermission,  dunng  that  time  we  probably  can  make  some  arrangement. 

[After  an  intermission  :j 

Mr.  Evans  said:  The  result,  if  your  Honor  please,  of  some  joint  con- 
sideration of  matters  laid  before  counsel  on  both  sides,  touching,  perhaps, 
the  question  only  of  partiality,  has  led  us  to  the  conclusion  that  Mr.  Blunt 
and  Mr.  Hucke  may  both  be  excused. 

Jacob  Dubtee  called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal  cause. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — ^I  put  the  same  question  to  you,  whether  you  have  formed 
an  opinion  as  to  the  merits  of  this  controversy  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr. 
Beecher  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  it  a  decided,  fixed  opinion  ?    A.  No,  dr. 

Q.  What  is  the  opinion  based  on  t    A.  On  what  I  read. 

Q.  And  what  did  you  read  ?    A.  I  read  the  papers  generally. 
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Q.  Did  yoa  read  the  statements  of  the  several  parties  f     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  do  you  reside  ?    A.  No.  155  Sackett-street. 

Q.  What  is  your  occupation  ?    A.  Storage. 

Q.  Are  you  alone  in  business,  or  in  connection  with  anybody?  A. 
Alone. 

Q.  What  is  the  general  character  of  the  business — ^general  storage  busi- 
ness ?    A.  The  storing  of  general  merchandi^ie. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  eitlier  of  the  parties  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  not  a  speaking  acquaintance  with  either  of  them  ?  A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  And  where  do  you  attend  public  worship  ?    A.  Strong  Place,  Baptist 

Q.  In  tiiis  city  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Wiio  is  the  pastor  of  that  church  ?    A.  Mr.  Anderson. 

Q.  Are  you  a  communicant  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Are  your  family  communicants  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  No  member  of  them  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  does  your  family  consist  of  ?  A.  My  wife,  an  adopted  and  only 
child,  a  son. 

Q.  Have  you  discussed  the  subject  with  any  person  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  enter  into  any  discussion  as  to  the  merits  of  this  con- 
troversy ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Either  at  home  or  away  from  home  ?    A.  At  home  I  have,  very  little. 

Q.  With  your  wife  ?    A.  With  my  wife. 

Q.  Was  that  an  animated  discussion  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  take  different  sides  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  On  the  same  side  ?    A.  Well  we  took  the  same  side,  I  suppose. 

Q.  You  agreed  in  regard  to  it,  did  you  ?  A.  I  don't  know;  we  have  had 
so  little  conversation  about  it  that  I  don't  know  what  to  say  about  that;  I 
can  not  make  any  decided  answer. 

Q.  Did  not  what  you  read  make  an  impression  on  your  mind  f    A.  It 
has  made  an  impression. 
Q.  A  decided  impression  ?    A.  Not  a  decided  impression. 

Q.  Does  it  not  rise  to  the  dignity  of  an  opinion  ?  A.  No,  sir;  and  that 
impression  still  remains;  what  little  impression  I  had  still  remains. 

Q.  Do  you  think  that,  notwithstanding  that  impression,  from  all  that  you 
have  read  and  from  all  that  you  have  heard  upon  the  subject,  that  you  could 
go  into  the  jury-box  and  decide  this  case  without  bias  or  prejudice,  on  the 
evidence  alone  ?    A.  I  can. 

Q.  Would  thlEit  impression  have  no  influence  upon  you  at  all  ?   A.  Not  at  all. 

Q.  How  would  you  get  rid  of  it  ?  A.  By  examining  my  own  mind,  and 
throwing  it  off  according  to  the  evidence  given ;  the  impression  is  so  slight 
that  I  am  perfectly  balanced  so  far  as  that  is  concerned. 

Q.  This  has  created  a  good  deal  of  excitement  in  Brooklyn,  has  it  not  ? 
A.  I  know  it. 

Q.  Have  you  not  participated  to  a  greater  or  less  extent  in  that  excitement  ? 
A.  No,  sir;  nothing  more  than  a  passing  remark  I  might  liave  made  about  it. 

Q.  Where  have  you  made  those  passing  remarks  ?    A.  I  have  not  made 
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them  in  any  place  in  particular.  Any  friend  that  I  met  might  speak  about 
it,  and  I  would  make  a  passing  remark. 

Q.  Upon  the  merits  of  the  controversy  ?  A.  Why,  "  what  is  your 
opinion"?    I  would  make  it  in  a  joking  way. 

Q.  Did  yoii  ask  in  a  joking  way  what  somebody's  opinion  was  ?    A.  No, 

sir;  if  my  opinion  was  asked  I  have  spoken  in  a  joking  way  on  both  sides;  I 

have  made  that  remark. 

Q.  You  would  answer  in  a  joking  way  ?    A.  Yes,  sir ;  I  have  answered 

in  a  joking  way  on  both  sides. 

Q.  Did  you  think  it  was  a  matter  to  be  joked  about  ?  A.  No,  sir;  for  I 
didn^t  pay  much  attention  to  it  one  way  or  the  other. 

Q.  Can  you  name  any  pers(m  to  whom  you  have  addressed  those  joking 
remarks  ?    A.  No,  sir ;  I  could  not. 

Q.  Does  your  business  bring  you  in  contact  with  a  great  many  people 
every  day  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  luis  it  not  brought  you  into  conversation  with  them  ?  A.  Very 
little  indeed;  I  don't  remember  any  conversation  I  have  had. 

Q.  Whether  you  remember  the  conversation  or  not,  don't  you  remember 
the  fact  that  you  have  had  a  conversatioii  or  conversations  ?  A.  Not  that  I 
know  of;  I  never  had  any  conversation  with  any  one. 

Q.  Has  it  not  been  almost  a  daily  occurrence  that  this  subject  was  talked 
over  between  yourself  and  your  patrons  at  your  place  of  business  ?  A.  No, 
sir,  it  has  not,  for  I  have  not  done  it;  I  have  not  talked  it  over.  What  I 
read.  I  keep  to  myself. 

Q.  You  have,  you  say,  an  impression  which  does  not  rise  to  the  dignity  of 
an  opinion.  I  suppose  that  impression  would  go  with  you  into  the  jury-box, 
would  it  not  ?     A.  No,  sir,  I  think  not. 

Q.  What  would  you  do  with  it — ^how  would  you  get  rid  ©f  it?  A.  I 
would  get  rid  of  it  according  as  the  evidence  would  be  given  in;  as  the 
evidence  was  given,  I  would  throw  off  the  impression  I  have;  it  is  so  slight, 
it  don't  amount  to  anything  in  my  own  mind;  my  mind  is  perfectly 
clear. 

Q.  When  you  heard  evidence  that  was  calculated  to  convince  you,  you 
would  give  up  the  opinicm  and  yield  to  the  evidence;  is  that  it  ?  A.  Accord- 
ing to  the  evidence  I  should. 

Q.  I  say  as  a  sworn  juror  you  would  yield  up  your  impressions  to  the  evi- 
dence ?     A.  Certainly. 

Q.  And  be  governed  and  controlled  by  the  evidence  whenever  it  overcame 
the  impression  ?    A.  Certainly  I  should. 

Mr.  Hharts. — He  hardly  says  that. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — He  does  say  that.  I  put  him  the  question,  or  he  would 
not  answer  it.  [To  the  juror.]  Would  it  require  much  or  little  evidence  to 
remove  your  present  impression  ?  A.  I  hardly  know  how  to  answer  that 
question. 

Q.  Nobody  can  answer  it  for  you  ?  A.  Whatever  the  evidenc  e  is,  it 
would  remove  it;  evidence  would  remove  any  impressicm  I  had  before;  any 
impression  I  have  had  before,  evidence  would  remove  it  from  me. 
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Q.  Would  it  require  much  to  remove  it,  or  a  little  ?  A.  Well,  that  I  could 
not  say;  I  could  not  answer  that. 

Q.  But  your  impression  would  remain  until  the  evidence  did  remove  it  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Well,  I  will  leave  it  there. 

Mr.  EtarU. — You  are  in  the  storage  business.  Have  you  any  particular 
acquaintance  or  connection  with  the  firm  of  Woodruff  &  Robinson,  or  Mr. 
3Ioulton,  or  any  of  those  people  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  They  are  in  the  same  business  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  paid  much  attention  to  this  matter  to  form  any  responsible 
judgment  about  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Has  there,  at  any  time,  been  in  your  mind  anything  more  than  the 
casual  impression  that  the  last  reading  gave  you  ?    A.  Nothing  more. 

Q.  And  you  now  say  to  the  court  that  you  have  no  impression  resting  upon 
your  mind  that  would  interfere  "vnih  your  accepting  the  evidence  as  it  arose, 
and  deciding  according  to  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Evarts.  —We  think  he  is  a  good  juryman,  sir. 

Judge  Nkilhon. — I  think  he  has  an  impressicm  that  does  not  leave  him 
iudifTcrent  between  the  parties,  and  the  challenge  to  favor  is  sustained.  [To 
the  juror.]     Stand  aside,  sir. 

Mr,  Uluarman. — We  except,  if  your  Honor  please. 

C'u ESTER  C'AiiPENTER  Called  and  sworn  on  a  challenge  for  principal 
cau  >••(•. 

Mr.  Be'ich. — Has  your  attention  been  directed  to  this  controversy  between 
>Ir.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.   Have  you  rtad  considerable  concerning  it  ?     A.  I  have. 

Q,  Have  you  been  so  far  interested  in  it  as  to  keep  up  with  the  current  of 
publications  on  ihe  subject  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  imbibed  any  impressions  in  regard  to  the  truth  of  the  charge 
against  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  I  have. 

Q.  Have  those  been  deliberate,  upon  consideration  of  the  matter  brought 
to  y(?ur  attention  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  have  that  impression  now  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  not  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  how  did  you  get  rid  of  it  ?    A.  I  got  rid  of  it  by  investigation. 

Q.  By  investigation  ?    A.  By  investigation  and  what  I  read. 

Q.  That  is,  you  have  an  impression  ?  A.  I  had  an  impression,  and  I  have 
by  argument  discussed  the  subject  and  have  been  decided  upon  it;  I  have 
changed  that  view. 

Q.  When  was  it  that  you  were  decided  ?  A.  Well,  I  was  decided  after 
Mr.  Beecher*s  statement  came  out. 

Q.  Decided  after  Mr.  Beecher's  statement  came  out  ?  A.  After  both  of 
them  came  out. 

Q.  After  the  whole  subject  came  out  ?  A.  After  the  whole  subject  came  out. 

Q.  I  understood  you  to  say  that  you  had  a  decided  opinion  after  the  whole 
subject  came  out — did  you  say  so  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  Then  you  have  learned  nothing  new  if  the  whole  subject  was  exhausted  f 
A.  I  have  changed  my  view. 

Q.  I  did  not  ask  you  about  tliat — ^you  have  learned  nothing  new  after  the 
whole  subject  was  exhausted  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Then  the  state  of  your  information,  after  the  whole  subject  was 
exhausted,  remains  precisely  the  same  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Not  the  state  of  your  information  ?  A.  Oh  !  my  information  on  that 
subject— yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  was  how  recently  that  you  adopted  that  opinion  upon  the 
consideration  of  the  whole  subject  ?    A.  I  have  changed  my  view 

Q.  I  am  not  asking  you  about  **  change ; ''  please  leave  out  that  word  for 
a  little  while  ;  I  ask  you  about  when  it  was  that  you  last  had  this  decided 
opinion  upon  a  consideration  of  the  whole  subject  ?  A.  I  could  not  state  the 
time. 

Q.  Tell  me  as  near  as  you  can  ?  A.  Well,  it  is  within  two  months — about 
two  months,  I  should  think. 

Q.  Now,  then,  sir,  will  you  please  tell  me  by  what  means  you  have  come 
to  change  that  opinion  ?  A.  Well,  sir,  I  came  to  change  it  the  last  sermon  I 
read  of  Mr.  Beecher's  upon  theatres,  upon  the  Sabbath  day  and  theatres;  I 
changed  my  whole  views. 

Q.  You  changed  your  whole  views  ?    A.  I  did. 

Q.  Tou  adopted  other  views  I  suppose  ?  A.  I  have  not  gone  over,  1  am 
neutral ;  I  have  no  opinion. 

Q.  Wait,  wait;  I  know  that;  we  do  not  suppose  that,  of  course;  but 
when  you  changed  the  views  you  did  entertain — those  decided  views — did  not 
you  adopt  other  views  ?    A.  Well,  yes,  sir,  I  may  say  I  did. 

Q.  Then  you  simply  changed  your  o|Mnion  ?  A.  I  changed  my  opinion 
thus  far,  that  I  left  the  impressions  that  I  had  had,  that  I  had  formerly  formed; 
I  left  them  ;  they  were  removed,  I  think. 

Q.  Did  I  understand  that  you  had  heard  that  sermon?  A.  No,  sir;  I 
read  it. 

Q.  Have  you  heard  Mr.  Beecher  preach  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  recently  ?    A.  Not  within  two  or  three  years. 

Q.  Three  or  four  years  ?    A.  Three  years,  I  guess. 

Q.  Are  you  attached  to  any  congregation,  Mr.  Carpenter  ?  A.  Yes,  sir,  I 
am;  the  Presbyterian  Church  in  Classon-ave.,  comer  of  Monroe-st.,  Dr. 
Duryea. 

Q.  You  arc  a  communicant  ?    A.  Yes.  sir. 

Q.  If  I  understand  you,  having  a  decided  opinion  one  way  upon  this  sub- 
ject, the  reading  of  a  sermon  purporting  to  be  delivered  by  Mr.  Beecher 
changed  the  views  which  you  then  entertained  ?  A.  I  had  an  impression ;  I 
had  not  decided  so ;  I  said  this ;  I  discussed  that  in  my  family,  and  other 
places;  the  remark  I  made  was  this:  *^If  Mr.  Beecher  is  guilty,  I  hope  it 
will  all  come  out  and  be  proved;  but  the  law  says  he  is  innocent  until  he  is 
proved  guilty ; "  my  family  are  divided  on  the  subject,  and  have  been,  my 
sons  and  daughters,  and  I  have  taken  that  ground  and  told  them  that,  but 
the  impressions  I  have  had  have  been  removed. 
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Q.  It  is  the  present  statti  of  your  mind,  whether  it  is  indifferent  or  not  as 
between  these  parties,  that  we  wish  to  ascertain.  Do  you  think  your  mind  is 
free  and  unbiased  to  receive  the  evidence  which  might  be  presented  upon 
both  sides  of  this  question,  and  canvass  it  fairly  and  impartially  ?  A.  I  do, 
wholly  on  the  evidence. 

Q.  That  you  could  decide  this  case  without  any  prejudice  or  bias,  wholly 
upon  the  evidence,  under  the  instructions  of  the  court  as  to  the  law  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  ^Vnd  you  have  no  self-doubt  or  self-scruple  upon  that  subject  ?  A. 
No,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach, — We  withdraw  our  challenge,  sir. 

Mr.  Shearman. — We  accept  the  juror.  We  suppose,  from  what  accident- 
ally came  out,  he  has  a  slight  prepossession  against  us. 

Mr,  Beach. — Don't  make  a  speech  to  the  jurymen. 

Mr.  Shearman. — Well,  you  drew  it  out. 

Mr,  Beach, — Well,  you  needn't  comment  upon  it. 

JuDGB  Neilson. — It  is  possible  to  discover  which  way  the  bias  is,  I  think. 

JoHK  McMuRN  culled  and  affirmed  on  a  challenge  for  principal  cause. 

Mr.  Beach. — What  is  your  occupation  ?    A.  Grocer. 

Q.  Have  you  formed  any  opinion  upon  this  case  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Tou  haven't  bad  occasion  to  read  much  about  it  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  read 
some  of  it. 

Q.  Well,  how  extensively  have  you  read — have  you  read  all  the  statements 
of  the  parties  about  it  ?    No,  sir. 

Q.  Read  anything  more  than  occasionally  ?    A.  No ;  nothing  more. 

Q.  Well,  have  you  talked  much  about  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  soit  of  a  grocery  do  you  conduct  ?    A,  A  retail  grocery. 

Q.  Family  stores  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  whereabouts  ?    A.  No.  99  Rochester -avenue. 

Q.  And  is  your  dwelling  in  the  same  building  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  a  family,  I  take  it  ?    A.  Y'es,  sir. 

Q.  Children  ?    A.  Y''es,  sir. 

Q.  Daughters?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  haven't  you  had  occasion,  at  any  time,  to  converse  about  this 
case  ?    A.  Well,  not  of  any  consequence. 

Q.  Has  it  been  the  subject  of  any  coaversation  in  your  family  ?  A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  Have  you  had  any  discussion  or  contention  with  any  person  in  regard 
to  it  ?    A.  I  never  bad,  sir. 

Q.  No  debate  ?    A.  No,  sir.  % 

Q.  And  have  you  no  opinion  or  impression  in  regard  to  its  merits  ?  A.  No, 
sir  ;  I  have  no  opinion,  and  all  the  impression  I  had  was  like  any  other  excit- 
ing news  we  read  out  of  the  newspapers. 

Q-  And  do  you  think  you  could,  as  a  sworn  juryman,  act  impartially 
between  the  parties  upon  the  evidence  submitted  to  you  ?    A.  I  think  I  cotdd, 
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Mr,  Beach, — We  withdraw  our  cljallenge. 

Mr,  Evarts, — Where  do  you  carry  on  your  business  ?  A.  No.  99  Rochester- 
avenue. 

Q.  Whereabouts  is  that— what  part  of  Brooklyn  ?  A.  Well,  at  Bedford 
side. 

Q.  In  Bedford  ?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  carried  on  your  business  there  ?  A.  I  have  been 
there  a  little  over  six  years. 

Q.  And  where  before  that  in  that  business  ?  A.  On  the  comer  of  Frank- 
lin-ave.  and  Butler-st. 

Q.  Same  line  of  business  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  style  of  grocery  is  it  ?    A.  Retail. 

Q.  Yes,  but  wliat  you  call  a  family  grocery  store  ?    A.  Yes,  sir, 

Q.  Provision  store  also  ?     A.   Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  is  It  a  retail  liquor A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Nothing  of  that  kind  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  haven't  you  read  more  or  less  of  this  ?    A.  I  have,  sir. 

Q.  And  don*t  the  peojile  that  come  to  your  store  talk  to  you  about  it  ? 
A.  They  do  not. 

Q.  Don't  take  any  interest  in  it  up  in  that  region  ?  A.  I  don't  know  what 
they  do. 

Q.  But  you  d(m't  ?    A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Well,  in  your  own  family  is  there  any  interest  in  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Yourself  and  your  wife  don't  talk  about  it  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  religious  society  do  you  belong  to  ?  A.  I  am  a  Presby- 
terian. 

Q.  What  church  ?  A.  Well,  I  don't  attend  any  one  just  particularly 
now. 

Q.  Well,  don't  your  family  have  sittings  in  some  church  ?    A.  They  do. 

Q,  What  is  that  ?    A.  To  Mr.  Faulkner. 

Q.  How  about  your  not  having  any  opinion — have  you  never  had  any 
opinion  ?  A.  I  never  had  any  opinion  of  this  thing  or  any  other  exciting 
object  like  this — don't  have  anything  to  do  with  it. 

Q.  Never  had  an  opinion  in  your  life  ?  A.  Oh  !  I  might — different  things 
— but  I  don't  have  opinions  on  newspaper  reports. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  lived  in  New  York  state  ?  A.  Something  nearly 
80  years. 

Q.  And  what  countryman  are  you  ?    A.  I  am  an  Irishman. 

Q.  North  of  Ireland  ?  A.  Well,  you  might  call  it  the  North — ^middle 
states. 

Mr,  EvartsJ^WeW,  I  will  call  it  the  North.    We  have  no  objection  to  him. 

Judge  Neilson. — Let  this  juror  take  his  seat,  gentlemen.  You  now  have 
twelve  jurymen.     Are  you  content  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — We  are,  sir. 

Mr,  Shearman, — We  are  content,  your  Honor. 

The  list  of  the  jury  thus  impanneled  and  entered  on  the  minutes,  is  as 
follows: 
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1.  Griffin  B.  Halsted, 

2.  Henry  Thyer, 
8.  Georgk  Hull, 

4.  Christopher  Fitter, 
6.  Samuel  Flate, 

6.  A.  K.  Case, 

7.  Edwd.  Whelan, 

8.  Wm.  II.  Davis, 

9.  John  F.  Taylor, 

10.  Wm.  T.  Jeffrey, 

11.  Chester  Carpenter, 

12.  John-  McMurn, 


340  Pacific-street. 


76  Noble-street. 

102  Devoe-street. 

527  Park-avenue. 

214  Ryerson-street. 

N.  Second  cor.  Ewen-street. 

558  Franklin-avenue. 

662  DeKalb  avenue. 

56  Boerum-street,  E.  D. 

158  Elliott-place. 

360  Van  Buren- street. 

99  Rochester-avenue. 


Hardware, 

Boarding-bouse, 

Builder, 

Willowware, 

Roofer, 

Drugs, 

Builder, 

Real  estate. 

Corks, 

Flour, 

Flour, 

Grocer, 

Mr,  Beach. — After  a  consultation  between  counsel  on  both  sides.]  If  your 
Honor  please,  the  subject  has  been  somewhat  under  discussion  as  to  what  dispo- 
sition should  be  made  of  the  jury  during  the  j)endency  of  this  trial,  and  counsel 
upK)n  both  sides  seem  to  consider  that  it  would  be  a  verj'  great  hardship  upon 
thes<e  gentlemen  to  ask  the  court  to  confine  them  together  during  the  long  period 
which  may  be  occupied  in  the  prop:rcss  of  the  trial.  But  for  myself,  sir,  and 
my  associates,  I  ask  your  Honor  to  impress  upon  the  jury  the  importance  of 
refrainincT  from  any  communications  with  any  person  upon  the  subject-matter 
of  the  trial,  and  from  listening  to  any  conversation  or  discussions  which  may 
be  instituted  in  their  presence.  I  understand  it,  sir,  to  be  a  very  common 
artifice  of  those  who  wish  to  influence  jurymen  to  start  those  discussions  in 
their  presence,  and  it  eeems  to  me  that  the  jury  should  l)e  instructed,  upon 
the  part  of  your  Honor,  to  avoid  being  present  at  any  such  debates,  and  to 
make  an  effoit  to  escape  the  exercise  of  afty  possible  influence  which  the 
friends  of  either  party  may  endeavor  to  exert.  And,  with  great  respect,  I 
solicit  such  injunction  from  your  Honor  as  will  be  likely  to  impress  the  jury 
and  to  lead  them  co  make  a  report  to  your  Honor  of  any  effort  that  shall  be 
made,  directly  or  indirectly,  towards  influencing  either  one  of  them.  So  far 
tLS  we  are  c<mcemed,  if  your  Honor  shall  think  proper  to  give  such  instruc- 
tions to  the  jury,  we  shall  be  willing  to  trust  to  t])eir  integrity  and  honor  to 
al>ev  those  instructions. 

m 

JrixJE  NeiLson. — My  own  impression  would  be  very  strong  in  favor  of 
holding  the  jury  in  some  convenient  place,  and  not  allowing  them  to  sepa- 
rate; and  the  only  qualification  of  that  judgment  on  my  part  is  the  term  for 
which  the  trial  may  continue.  Having  somewhat  to  do,  too,  with  the  season 
of  the  year,  it  might  be  oppressive  to  the  jury,  as  has  been  suggested.  I 
would  like  to  understand  that  I  have  the  consent  of  the  counsel  on  both  sides 
to  allow  this  jury  to  separate  upon  receiving  now  and  being  reminded  here- 
after of  the  injunction  which  has  been  suggested. 

Jfr.  EvarU. — We  consent  upon  our  part.  "We  understand  that  to  be  the 
ordinary  course  in  civil  cases. 

JuDOE  Neilson. — Then,  gentlemen,  you  have  heard  the  suggestions  that 
have  been  made;  you  understand  that  you  are  impanneled  as  a  jury  in  this 
case  with  the  concurrent  approbation  of  the  counsel  upon  both  sides.  They 
look  to  you  as  their  arbiters  in  this  matter,  and  the  trust  reposed  in  you  is  a 
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very  sacred  one  ;  it  will  tax  your  judgment  and  independence,  firmness  and 
integiity,  to  the  uttermost;  and  it  will  behoove  you  as  jurymen  to  bear  this 
constantly  in  mind,  and  to  feel,  as  I  trust  you  may,  the  solemn  responsibility 
that  rests  upon  you.  Now,  it  is  my  duty  to  suy  to  you  that  you  ought  not  to 
converse  upon  this  subject  with  any  person,  upon  any  question  involved  in 
this  case,  or  in  reference  to  the  case  itself;  that  you  ought  not  to  read  about 
it  in  ihe  papers  or  elsewhere;  that  you  ought  not  to  allow  any  person  in  your 
presence  to  make  statements  in  respect  to  it,  and  if  any  person  does  intrude 
himself  upon  your  attention  with  a  view  to  making  statements  in  your  hear- 
ing, it  is  your  duty  to  report  that  circumstance  and  that  person  to  me,  to  the 
end  that  he  may  be  punished.  And  should  you  fail  in  the  observance  of  this 
direction,  it  would  be  a  grave  offense  on  your  part  against  the  administration 
of  justice.  I  have,  as  the  learned  counsel  on  both  sides  have,  entire  confi- 
dence in  your  perfect  integrity  to  observe  these  suj^gestions  as  far  as  may  be 
in  your  power.  When  we  adjourn,  gentlemen,  we  adjourn  until  11  o'clock 
on  Monday  morning,  at  which  time  you  will  assemble  in  this  place,  and  take 
your  seats. 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  reporters  whose  places  have  not  yet  been  fully  ad- 
justed, that  I  would  like  to  see  them  on  Monday,  between  10  and  11  o'clock. 

I  nm  obliged  to  say  to  the  audience  in  attendance  that  as  they,  each  of 
them,  perhaps  may  well  understand,  we  shall  require  in  the  course  of  this 
investigation  perfect  quiet  and  order;  that  the  first  persons  entitled  to  be 
present  are  the  parties  and  their  counsel  ;  second,  their  friends  connected 
with  them  in  this  investigation,  and  the  witnesses.  That  after  and  beyond 
that,  the  members  of  the  bar  claim  a  priority ;  and  the  admission  beyond 
that  must  be  upon  tickets  or  orders  obtained  either  from  one  of  the  attorneys 
in  the  case  on  either  side,  or  from  the  court.  And  I  make  this  statement 
because  the  multitude  of  our  friends  now  here  may  see  that  it  would  be 
unwise  and  useless  to  attend  here  Monday  nioniing.  It  is  utterly  impos- 
sible to  conduct  a  cause  of  this  importance  in  the  presence  of  so  many  people 
— quite  impossible.  We  must  have  perfect  order,  perfect  quiet;  and  that 
can  not  be  obtained  where  there  is  so  large  an  attendance.  And  besides, 
gentlemen,  there  is  no  occasion  to  waste  the  time,  even  if  you  have  an  interest 
in  it,  because  you  find  it  all  spread  very  fully,  and,  so  far  as  I  have  observed, 
correctly  in  the  papers. 

Mr.  Evarts, — ^If  your  Honor  please,  are  all  these  jurymen  sworn  in  this 
cause  now  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — I  understand  they  are.  But  perhaps,  for  safety,  it 
would  be  well  to  swear  them  collectively  now.     I  will  do  so. 

Mi'.  Beach, — ^I  understand  the  jury  were  all  sworn  in  when  they  were  called. 

Mr,  Ecarts, — They  took  the  oaths  administered  here,  I  understand;  bat 
the  question  is,  whether  they  were  sworn  the  other  day. 

Judge  Neilson. — Stand  up  and  be  sworn  in  the  case. 

Mr,  Mallison. — Gentlemen,  please  rise  and  be  sworn  :  You,  and  each  of 
you,  solemnly  swear  that  you  will  well  and  truly  try  this  issue  of  Tlieodore 
Tilton,  plaintiff,  against  Henry  Ward  Bcecher,  defendant,  and  a  true  verdict 
give,  respectively,  according  to  the  evidence,  so  help  yo\i  God.  • 
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Judge  Neilson. — Are  counsel  prepared  to  proceed  ? 

Mr,  Beaeh, — Yes,  sir,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  wish  it  understood  by  the  audience  that  under  no  cir- 
ciimstanccB  should  tiicre  be  any  indication  of  approbation  or  disapprobation 
as  to  anything  said.  The  audience  is  here  not  to  make  demonstrations  to  us  or 
to  signify  to  the  jury  what  their  views  may  be,  but  are  here  expected  to  con- 
form to  the  decencies  of  the  place  and  keep  silence.     I  trust  they  will  do  so. 

Mr,  Morris, — May  it  pleane  the  court — Gentlemen  of  the  jury :  I  congratu- 
late you  that  we  have  at  last  reached  a  stage  in  this  trial  where  it  becomes 
my  duty  to  present  to  you  tlie  general  features  of  the  case  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  your  duty  to  listen,  as  I  have  no  doubt  you  will  attentively,  to 
the  facts  as  I  shall  narrate  them  to  you  in  what  I  have  to  say  in  my  opening 
address.  It  is  not  necessary  that  I  should  remind  you  of  the  great  import- 
ance of  the  case  that  is  now  being  tried,  and  the  solemn  duty  that  is  devolved 
upon  yon  as  jurors.  You  are  now  called  from  your  various  avocations  to  dis- 
charge one  of  the  most  important  duties  that  has  ever  or  will  ever  devolve 
upon  you  as  citizens.  This  is  no  ordinary  case  that  now  engasres  the  attention 
of  this  court,  and  the  attention  of  the  entire  community.  This  is  no  contest 
between  litigants  to  determine  the  right  of  property,  nor  is  it  a  contest  to 
determine  the  right  to  personal  liberty.  It  is  above  and  beyond  that — more 
far-reaching  in  its  consequences  than  any  case  ever  tried  in  this  country. 
There  is  not  a  home  in  this  broad  land,  nay,  there  is  not  a  home  in  Christen- 
dom that  is  not  interested  in  the  rt'sult  of  your  deliberations.  This  is  a  trial 
chat  involves,  as  I  said,  not  the  right  to  property  or  liberty,  but  it  is  a  trial 
the  consequences  of  which  reach  to  the  very  foundations  of  society.  The 
borne,  the  marriage  relation,  with  all  that  is  dear  in  that  relation,  is  upon  trial 
in  this  case.  Upon  the  result  of  your  verdict  to  a  very  large  extent,  also,  will 
depend  the  integrity  of  the  Christian  religion.  The  plaintiff  comes  in  court, 
and,  through  the  ordinary  forms  of  law,  says  in  effect  that  his  home  has  been 
destroyed;  that  his  wife's  affections  have  been  taken  from  him;  that  his 
children  have  been  scattered ;  that  a  once  happy  home  is  now^  desolate ;  and 
that  the  bright  visions  that  he  had  once  of  attaining  distinction  and  i>oi*itions 
of  honor  have  all  been  blighted ;  that  he  once  had  a  happy  family — none  more 
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80  in  the  land — hut  he  coines  to  you  this  morning,  not  from  that  once  happy 
family,  but  he  comes  to  you  this  morning  from  a  voiceh^ss  home  and  a  cheer- 
less fireside,  and  he  asks  you,  as  fathers  and  as  brothers,  and  as  husbands,  to 
consider  his  case.      And  against  wlumi  is  this  terrible  charge  ?      Is  it  against 
some    casual    accjuaintance,    some    casual    friend  ?       No  ;    but    he    comes 
here  and    makes  this  charge   against  one  of  the  foremost  preachers  in  tlie 
land,    against   the   man   who   in  his    youth    united  him    in  matrimony,    Bt 
whose   altar     he    received     baptism.     His    spiritual    adviser,    his    spiritual 
father,  taking  advantage  of  this  sacred  relation  has  become,  instead  of  his 
protector  and  his  comforter,  his  destroyer.     And  who  is  it  that  makes  the 
charge  ?     It  is  no  unknown  person,  no  insignificant  individual  that  comes  in 
court  and  arraigns  at  the  bar  of  justice  the  defendant  in  this  case,  but  he  is  a 
man,  as  well  as  the  defendant,  of  pre-eminent  abilities  ;  a  man  who  had  risen 
while  yet  a  young  man  to  great  distinction  in  the  land  as  a  writer  and  as  an 
author,  whose  pen  was  always  upon  the  side  of  the  oppressed,   and  whose 
voice,   as  did  the  voice  of  the   defendant,   thundered  against  tyranny  and 
oppression.     Four  years  ago,  no  man  of  his  age  in  this  land  had  before  him 
so  brilliant  a  prospect  as  had  Theodore  Tilton.     Gifted  by  God  as  few  men 
are  gifted,  intellectually  and  physically,  he  had  before  him  a  most  brilliant 
career;  but  all  at  once  acloud  settled  down  upon  his  househeld   like  a  pall, 
the  bright  visions  have  faded,  and  where  once  there  was  sunshine,  there  is 
now  darkness,  and  misery,  and  desolation.     Before  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff 
fell  a  victim  to  the  wiles  of  the  seducer,  no  man  in  this  land  had  a  more 
happy  home  than  he  possessed.     I  will  not  detain  you,  gentlemen,  at  this  stage 
of  the  case,  or,  indeed,  at  all  in  the  opening,  in  picturing  to  you  the  home  of 
Theodore  Tilton  prior  to  the  10th  of  October,  1808.     During  the  progress  of 
the  trial  you  will  learn,  from  the  evidence,  the  nature  and  the  character  of  the 
home  that  has  thus  been   destrojed  and  desolated.     Suffice  it  to  say,  that 
during  all  their  married  life,  down  to  the  period  that  I  have  indicated,  they 
had  one  of  the  happiest  of  homes,  a  family  of  children  growing  up  about  them, 
loved  by  their  father  and  mother  as  few  children  are  loved.     What,  gentle- 
men— what  will  you  say  is  the  just  retribution  for  a  man  who  destroys  such  a 
home  ?    And  in  this  case  there  are  features  which  render  the  crime  more 
heinous  than  in  most  cases  of  this  character.     Mr.  Tilton  was  a  boy.  grew  up 
under  the  eves  of  the  defendant:  when  but  a  child  became  a  member  of  his 
church ;  when  but  a  child  almost,  before  of  age,  he  married  the  girl  that  he 
loved,  and  from  that  time  henceforth  w^as  associated  with  the  defendant  in 
the  closest  relations,  associated  with  him  in  the  editorship  of  a  religious  jour- 
nal for  many  years;  a  frequent  visitor  at  his  house,  looking  upon  him  almost 
as  a  father,  and  admiring  him  above  all  men  living,  placing  that  implicit  con- 
fidence in  him  which  can  only  come  from  admiration  and   absolute   faith. 
"When  separated  by  the  ocean  before  this  terrible  calamity,  before  the  viola- 
tion of  this  friendship  and  the  destruction  of  this  home,  the  two  men  8}>oke 
of  each  other  and  wrote  of  each  other  as  only  men  who  had  mutual  confidence 
and  admiration  would  speak  and  write  of  each  other. 

It  has  been  said  that  this  action  ha,s  been  instigated  because  of  enmity  that 
the  plaintiff  had  towards  the  defendHut,  and  yet  during  all  this  period  prior 
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t<)  the  time  that  I  have  stated  there  was  the  closest  friendship,  the  greatest 
admiration  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant,  as  manifested  in 
their  mutual  letters  and  correspondence,  down  to  the  very  time  of  the  discov- 
ery of  the  wrong  that  had  been  inflicted  upon  him.  This  friendship  and  this 
admiration  was  attested  in  various  ways,  by  gifts  from  one  to  the  other,  by 
their  mutual  and  social  intercourse,  by  every  manifestation  of  love  and 
affection,  and  yet,  as  we  say  (and  we  think  that  we  shall  be  able  to  convince 
you  twelve  men  beyond  all  perad venture) — while  the  defendant  was  sitting, 
Ht  the  request  of  the  plaintiff,  for  his  portrait  to  one  of  the  most  distinguished 
artists  of  our  state  ;  while,  day  after  day,  he  was  going  there,  sitting  at  the 
request  of  the  plaintiff,  and  at  the  expense  of  the  plaintiff,  so  great  was  his 
admiration  of  him,  the  illicit  intercourse  that  we  charge  against  the  defendant 
was  being  carried  on.  At  the  very  time,  as  we  shall  show  you  as  clear  as  the 
sun  now  shines,  when  the  defendant  vvas  sitting  to  have  his  portrait  painted 
to  be  hung  up  in  the  house  of  the  plaintiff,  he  was  caiTying  on  his  illicit 
intercourse,  and  before  long — before  that  portrait  was  completed  and  ready  to 
adorn  the  walls  of  the  once  happy  home,  that  home  had  been  debauched, 
that  family  had  been  destroyed.  Where  shall  the  portrait  be  hung  ?  What 
wall  shall  it  adorn  ? 

Well,  gentlemen,  this  crime,  as  you  are  aware,  is  peculiarly  a  crime  of 
darkness  and  of  secrecy.  We  do  not  expect  to  bring  eye-witnesses  here  in 
court  to  testify  to  this  crime.  Of  course,  that  could  not  be  expected;  and, 
perhaps,  I  might  as  well  here,  as  at  any  time,  call  your  attention  to  what  one 
or  two  authorities  say  u^wn  this  subject,  which  probably  will  give  you  a 
clearer  idea  of  the  character  of  the  evidence,  the  nature  of  it,  and  the  force 
of  it,  than  I  could  state  to  you,  and  I  will  detain  you  but  a  moment  in  calling 
your  attention  to  one  or  two  of  those  authorities.  Says  a  learned  writer  upon 
this  subject,  the  subject  of  marriage  and  divorce,  and  domestic  relations  : 

''Adultery  is  peculiarly  a  crime  of  darkness  and  secrecy;  parties  are 
rarely  surprised  in  it ;  and  so  it  not  only  may,  but  ordinarily  must,  be  estab- 
lished by  circumstantial  evidence."  * 

Dr.  Lushington,  a  high  authority,  observes : 

**It  is  not  necessary  to  prove  that  the  adultery  with  which  a  party  is 
charged  should  have  occurred  at  any  particular  time  and  place.  The  court 
must  be  satisfied  that  a  criminal  attachment  subsisted  between  the  parties, 
and  that  opi^rtunities  occurred  when  the  intercourse,  in  which  it  is  satisfied 
the  party  intended  to  indulge,  might,  with  ordinary  facility,  have  taken 
place.''  t 

Mr.  Bishop  says  : 

** Every  act  of  adultery  implies  three  things.  Fh-st,  the  opportunity; 
secondly,  the  disposition  in  the  mind  of  the  adulterer;  thirdly,  the  same  in 
the  mind  of  the  particeps  criminis^  and  the  proposition  is  substantially  true 
that  wherever  these  three  are  found  to  concur  the  criminal  fact  is  com- 
mitted." I 

♦  Buhop  on  Mar.  <t-  Div.,  vol.  2.  §  613. 

!  Davidson  v.  Daaidson  (Deane  Ecc,  R.  132,  135). 
Bishop  on  Mar.  d  Div.,  vol.  2,  §  019. 
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In  a  celebrated  case,  Dr.  Lushington  used  this  language: 

**  It  is,  then,  in  evidence  that  not  merely  was  there  a  criminal  attachment, 
but  that  this  attachment  was  not  rejected ;  that  Jeffrey  (the  alleged  partieepi 
mmt'ww)  admitted  his  familiarity,  received  his  correspondence;  that  oppor- 
tunities were  constant ;  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  on  her  part  resistance, 
nor  repudiation,  nor  that  she  at  all  discountenanced  his  passion.  To  doubt, 
from  such  circumstances,  that  the  consummation  followed,  would  be  to 
presume  that  the  effect  was  not  consequent  upon  the  natural  cause;  and  that 
this  was  a  case  of  extraordinary  exception  and  singular  innocence."  ♦ 

Lord  Stowell,  a  high  authority,  used  this  language  which  I  find  in  the  2iid 
of  Gn'cnleaf  on  Evidence,  §  40,  from  which  I  will  read  a  paragraph.  He 
observe^ 

**  It  is  a  fundamental  rule  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  the  direct  fact 
of  adultery;  because  if  it  were  otherwise,  there  is  not  one  case  in  a  hundred 
in  which  that  proof  would  be  attainable;  it  is  very  rarely,  indeed,  that  the 
parties  are  surprised  in  the  direct  fact  of  adultery.  In  every  case,  almost,  the 
fact  is  inferred  from  circumstances,  that  lead  to  it  by  fair  inference  as  a 
necessary  conclusion  ;  and  unless  this  were  the  case,  and  unless  this  were  so 
held,  no  protection  whatever  could  be  given  to  marital  rights.  What  are  the 
the  circumstances  which  lead  to  such  a  conclusion,  can  not  be  laid  down  uni- 
versally, though  many  of  them,  of  a  more  obvious  nature,  and  of  more 
frequent  occurrence,  are  to  be  found  in  the  ancient  books ;  at  the  same  time, 
it  is  impossible  to  indicate  them  universally;  because  they  may  be  infinitely 
diversified  by  the  situation  and  character  of  the  parties,  by  the  state  of 
general  manners,  and  by  many  other  incidental  circumstances,  apparently 
Blight  and  delicate  in  themselves,  but  which  may  have  most  important  bear- 
ing in  decisions  upon  the  particular  case."  t 

As  to  the  nature  of  circumstantial  evidence,  I  will  call  your  attention  to 
one  or  two  paragraphs.     Chief-Justice  Whitman,  of  Maine,  says : 

*^  Circumstantial  evidence  is  often  stronger  and  more  satisfactory  than 
direct,  because  it  is  not  liable  to  delusion  or  fraud." 

Chief-Justice  Gibson  says: 

**  Circumstantial  evidence  is,  in  the  abstract^  nearly,  though  perhaps  not 
altogether,  as  strong  as  positive  evidence;  in  the  concrete^  it  may  be  infinitely 
stronger.  A  fact  positively  sworn  to  by  a  single  eye  witness  of  unblemished 
character,  is  not  so  satisfactorily  proved,  as  a  fact  which  is  the  necessary  con- 
sequence of  a  chain  of  other  facts  sworn  to  by  many  witnesses  of  doubtful 
credibility."  % 

Chief-Justice  S&aw  of  Massachusetts,  one  of  our  ablest  jurista,  in  the 
celebrated  case  of  Webster,  said:  § 

*^The  distinction,  then,  between  direct  and  circumstantial  evidence  is 
this.     Direct  or  positive  evidence  is  where  a  witness  can  be  called  to  testify 

♦  Bramwell  v.  BramweU  (3  Hagg.  Ecc.  618,  629). 

f  The  opiuion  of  Lord  Stowell  (Sir  Wm.  Scot^),  here  quoted  from,  will  befoand 
in  Lovedon  v.  Locedon  (2  Hagg.  Consist.  K.  1).  The  case  was  decided  in  ISIO* 
and  is  deservedly  regarded  us  of  thti  first  authority. 

t  CofJimomr^alth  v.  IJarni/in  (4  Pa.  St.,  2G9). 

^  Commonwealth  v,  Webster  (OU  Mass.,  295,  310). 


.fa  :.  U,  1875.]  FOR    PLAINTIFF.  ^78 

to  the  precise  fact  which  is  the  subject  of  the  issue  on  triul,  that  is,  iu  a  case 
of  homicide,  that  the  party  accused  did  cause  ti.e  death  of  the  deceased. 
Whatever  may  be  the  kind  or  force  of  evidence,  this  is  the  fact  to  be  proved. 
But  suppose  no  person  was  present  on  the  occasion  of  the  death,  and  of 
course  no  one  can  be  called  to  testify  to  it;  U  it  wliolly  unsusceptible  of  legal 
proof  ?  Experience  lias  shown  that  circumstantial  evidence  may  be  offered 
in  such  a  case ;  that  is,  that  a  body  of  facts  may  be  proved  of  so  conclusive  a 
character,  as  to  warrant  a  firm  belief  of  the  fact,  quite  as  strong  and  certain 
as  chat  on  which  discreet  men  are  accustomed  to  act,  in  relation  to  their  most 
important  concerns.  It  would  be  injurious  to  the  best  interests  of  society,  if 
such  proof  could  not  avail  in  judicial  proceedings.  U  it  were  necessary 
always  to  have  positive  evidence,  how  many  criminal  acts  committed  in  the 
community,  destructive  of  its  peace  and  subversive  of  its  order  and  security, 
would  go  wholly  undetected  and  unpunished  ?  The  necessity,  therefore,  of 
resorting  to  circumstantial  evidence,  if  it  be  a  safe  aud  reliable  proceeding, 
is  obvious  and  absolute.  Crimes  are  secret.  Most  men,  conscious  of  criminal 
purposes,  and  about  the  execution  of  criminal  acts,  seek  the  security  of 
secrecy  and  darkness.  It  is  therefore  necessary  to  use  all  other  modes  of 
•vidence  besides  that  of  direct  testimony,  provided  such  proof  may  be  relied 
up^n  is  leading  to  safe  and  satisfacl;ory  conclusions;  and,  thanks  to  a  bene- 
fic'^Bt  Providence,  the  laws  of  nature,  and  the  relations  of  things  to  each 
other  are  so  linked  and  combined  together,  that  a  medium  of  proof  is  often 
furnished,  leading  to  inferences  and  conclusions  as  strong  as  those  arising 
from  di'ect  testimony."* 

Theie  is  another  class  of  evidence  of  the  highest  importance  in  the  inves- 
tigation of  crime,  and  that  is  confessions  made  by  parties.  Where  a  person 
mak'.'s  a  confession  uninfluenced  by  fear,  a  free  and  vohintary  confession  of 
crime,  it  is  considered  the  highest  character  of  evidence  of  the  fact.  Says 
this  author  : 

**  Full  confessions  of  guilt,  by  an  accused  party,  are  in  the  nature  of 
direct  evidence,  and  therefore  do  not  properly  fall  within  the  scope  of  the 
present  work.  A  brief  notice,  however,  of  the  character  of  these  statements, 
and  their  effect  as  proof,  will  not  be  out  of  place.  Confessions  of  this  kind, 
when  deliberately  and  voluntarily  made,  are  justly  regarded  as  constituting 
the  highest  and  most  satisfactory  species  of  evidence  that  can  be  presented 
before  a  tribunal.  They  combine  the  statement  of  the  physical  facts  which 
form  the  basis  of  the  charge  (and  which  is  substantially  tlie  deposition  of  a 
witness  to  those  facts),  with  that  other  most  imj^rtaut  species  of  evidence 
irbicb  can  never  be  directly  reached  and  brought  to  view  by  any  other  means, 

*  The  leading  cases  iu  this  State,  on  the  nature  and  cogency  uf  circumstautial 
evidence  are  PeopU  v.  liaditie  (1  Edm.,  86.  46,  69) ;  RtUitjf  v.  People  (18  N.  Y., 
179);  People  y.  Bennett  (49  Id.  187,  144);  Pe&pUv.  Kennedy  (8'2  Id..  141).  See 
ftlso  WUU  CircumMtantial  Ek>.,  p.  318;  Trial  of  Couroomer{l  Townsend's  M<Hi.  State 
Trials,  244) ;  CommofiweaUh  v.  l$clu)eppe  (1  L<*gal  Gazette  U.,  488.  447) ;  Co»k- 
noHweaUh  v.  TwiteAell  (1  Brews,  551,  570);  ComrnoniceaUh  v.  llarman  (4 Pa. 
St.  2C9);  MeCann  v.  The  State  {1  Morris'  State  Cases,  486,  408);  James  v.  The 
Htate  (2  Id.,  1741,  1746) ;  The  People  v.  Videto  (I  Park.  Cr..  608-4) ;  The  People  v. 
Jtfftrde  (5  Id.,  518,  580) ;  Trial  of  Einil  Lovoemtein  and  trials  there  cited  by  Mr 
Moak,  pp.  209-242. 
X.— 16 
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namely,  that  which  presents  the  motives  and  intents  which  instigated  and 
directed  the  criminal  act,  and  these  avowed  hy  the  party,  who,  of  all  others, 
has  the  strongest  interest  to  conceal  them."  ♦ 

Now,  I  have  told  to  you  briefly  the  general  character  of  our  evidence: — 
First,  the  act  of  the  party  accused.  Secondly,  the  confessions  of  the  party 
accused :  and  with  this  very  imperfect  outline  of  our  case,  the  nature  of  our 
case,  the  general  character  of  our  evidence,  I  will  proceed  to  cull  your  atten- 
tion more  specifically  to  the  facts  of  the  case. 

The  case  opens  on  the  3d  day  of  July,  1870,  with  the  confession  made  by 
the  wife  of  tlie  plaintiff,  though  not  communicated  to  the  defendant  until 
some  time  afterwards  On  the  3d  of  July,  1870,  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff, 
with  an  over-burdened  heart,  confesses  her  guilt  to  the  plaintiff ;  and  here, 
gentlemen,  I  would  call  your  attention  to  a  circumstance  that  seems  to  me  to 
posse  8  great  significance.  Up  to  this  date,  the  relations  of  the  plaintiff  and 
def  ndant  had  been  most  cordial.  Nothing  had 'occurred  to  interrupt  the 
harmony  of  their  friendship  and  their  good  feeling  toward  each  otlier,  so  far 
as  the  plaintiff  knew.  lie  and  his  wife  were  members  of  the  church  of  the 
defendant;  but  after  the  3d  day  of  July,  1870,  the  plaintiff  never  crossed  the 
threshold  of  Plymouth  Church,  until  the  31st  of  October,  1873,  when  he 
appeared  there  for  the  purpose  of  confronting  the  pastor  of  that  church,  and 
asking  liim  in  the  presence  of  his  Congregation,  if  he,  the  plaintiff,  had  ever 
spoken  falsely  concerning  him.  Why  was  it,  that  the  plaintiff,  all  at  once, 
without  any  outward — without  any  apparent  cause,  so  far  as  the  public  knew, 
so  far  as  any  member  of  the  church  knew ;  a  member  of  the  church,  who 
was  an  admirer  up  to  that  time  of  the  defendant,  who  admired  bini  beyond 
all  other  men,  who  placed  implicit  confidence  in  him,  who  trusted  him,  who 
looked  upon  him  almost  as  a  father  (he  was  his  spiritual  father) ;  all  at  once 
ceases  to  attend  the  ministrations  of  Plymouth  Church — why  was  it  ?  He 
had  received  some  wound.  Something  had  occurred  that  induced  him  to 
keep  away  from  Plymouth  Church,  and  he  kept  away.  He  had  received  a 
wound.  There  was  a  cause.  That  wound  had  pierced  his  heart,  but  for  the 
sake  of  his  children,  whom  he  loved  as  he  loved  his  life,  he  carried  that 
wound  in  his  heart ;  but  he  could  not  listen  to  the  ministrations  of  the  roan 
who  had  brought  this  great  sorrow,  this  ruin  upon  him,  and  he  bears  it  in 
silence.  He  stays  away  from  the  church,  and  he  goes  to  his  home  and  about 
his  avocation  with  this  arrow  through  his  heart.  Well,  gentlemen,  for 
months  he  bore  in  silence  this  great  sorrow  and  this  great  wrong,  and  for 
that,  too,  he  has  been  arraigned;  for  that,  too,  he  has  been  abused  and  tra- 
duced, because  he  did  not  strike  down  the  seducer  of  his  wife;  because  he 
rose  to  a  higher  Christian  plane,  and  because  he  could  forego  revenge;  because 
he  carried  out  the  Christian  doctrine — for  that  he  is  arraigned. 

But  I  will  leave  those  elements  of  this  case  to  be  handled  by  a  man  who 
can  do  it  with  much  more  force  and  power  than  myself.*  But  he  carries  this 
wound  until  the  30th  of  December,  1870.  On  the  night  of  the  80th  of 
December,  1870,  the  plaintiff  confronts  the  defendant  with  a  renewed  confes- 
sion of  his  wife,  and  accuses  him  of  having  committed  adultery.    What  did 

*BurriU,  Circ,  Et.  4»5. 
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the  defendant  do  ?  What  wonld  an  innocent  man  have  done,  then  and 
there,  if  the  char(;e  had  not  been  true  ?  "Would  he  have  denied  it  ?  Yes. 
Would  he  have  hurled  it  back  with  indignation  ?  Yes.  Did  he  ?  No. 
There  is  no  pretense,  never  has  been  from  that  moment  until  the  present, 
that  he  attempted  to  deny  it  there,  or  that  he  did  deny  it  in  the  most  indirect 
manner.  The  charge  is  made;  what  are  the  circumstances  immediately  fol- 
lowing the  making  of  that  charge?  The  defendant  visits  the  wife  of  the  plain- 
tiff, then  sick  in  bed.  She  gives  him  a  retraction.  He  returns  to  the  house  of 
Mr.  Mouiton,  where  this  charge  had  been  made  against  him.  Not  a  word 
escapes  his  lips  with  reference  to  it.  After  he  had  his  interview  with  Mr.  Til- 
ton,  in  which  he  was  directly  accused  of  this  crime,  and  before  he  leaves  the 
'lOQse,  he  says  to  Mr.  Mouiton,  **Have  you  seen  ^s.  Tilton's  confession  ?" 
**  I  have."  "  This  will  kill  me,  this  will  kill  me  I  "  No  denial  either  to 
Mr.  Tilton  or  Mr.Moulton:  but  this  ex6lamati<fn,  "This  will  kill  me,  this  will 
kiU  me  I "  If  a  man  ever  could  be  called  upon  to  deny  so  infamous  a  charge  as 
that  was,  don't  you  think  that  that  was  the  time  and  there  was  the  place  at 
which  to  have  made  that  denial  ?  But  what  is  the  next  step  in  the  history  of 
this  case  ?  Why,  the  following  night  Mouiton  goes  around  to  the  house  of 
the  defendant  and  accuses  him  of  having  taken  a  mean  advantage,  of  having 
acted  meanly  towards  Mr.  Tilton  in4)rocuring  the  paper,  and  asks  that  it  be 
delivered  up  to  him.  He  goes  there  as  the  avowed  friend  of  Tilton,  a  com- 
parative stranger  to  the  defendant,  and  he  asks  that  he  deliver  up  this  paper 
to  him.  What  does  he  do  ?  Does  he  show  him  the  door  ?  Oh,  no  I  Does 
he  ask  him  why  he  accuses  him  of  meanness,  and  what  he  means  by  such 
talk  in  his  house — he,  a  comparative  stranger,  coming  there  as  the  friend  of 
Tilton  ?  Does  he  ask  him  ?  No.  What  does  he  do  ?  Hands  him  the  paper 
and  then  invites  him  to  come  and  see  him  again.  Think  of  it  I  And  the 
next  night,  January  1st,  1871,  he  goes  to  the  house  of  the  defendant.  He  is 
invited  into  his  study.  What  does  he  do  ?  Does  he  inquire  whether  Mouiton 
hB0  brought  an  apology  from  the  plaintiff  to  him  or  not,  for  his  conduct  ? 
Oh,  no  !  He  writes  for  the  plaintiff,  not  an  apology,  but  a  letter  of  con- 
trition, and  it  commences,  "  My  dear  friend  Mouiton  :  ^' — the  man  who  was 
a  comparative  stranger  to  him ;  the  man  who  the  night  previous  had  obtained 
from  him  this  paper;  aye,  had  obtained  it,  as  it  is  claimed  by  threat — ^he  says 
to  this  man,  who  twenty-four  hours  prior  had  accused  him  of  meanness — of 
taking  a  mean  advantage — who  had  demanded  this  paper,  and  had  obtained 
it  from  him — '^My  dear  friend  Mouiton  :  I  ask,  through  you,  Theodore 
Tilton^s  forgiveness,  and  I  humble  myself  before  him,  as  I  do  before  my  God. 
He  would  have  been  a  better  man  in  my  circumstances  than  1  have  been.  I 
can  ask  nothing  except  that  he  will  remember  all  the  other  hearts  that  would 
ache.  I  will  not  plead  for  myself;  I  even  wish  that  I  were  dead.  But  others 
must  live  and  suffer.  I  will  die  before  any  one  but  myself  shall  be  incul- 
pated. Ail  my  thoughts  are  running  toward  my  friends — toward  the  poor 
child  lying  there  praying  with  her  folded  hands.  She  is  guiltless,  sinned 
against,  bearing  the  transgression  of  another.  Her  forgiveness  I  have.  I 
homblj  pray  God  that  He  may  put  it  into  the  heart  of  her  husband  to  forgive 
I  have  trusted  this  to  Mouiton  in  confidence.''    Gentlemen,  might  we 
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not  stop  here  ?  Would  it  be  necessary,  if  we  simply  wanted  to  make  out  our 
case  against  the  defendant,  to  go  one  step  further,  one  step  beyond  that 
letter,  to  prove  his  guilt  ?  But  we  will  go  further.  There  are  some  circum- 
stances which  it  is  necessary,  in  connection  with  this  part  of  the  case,  that  I 
should  explain  to  you.  It  must  be  conceded,  from  this  letter,  that  the 
defendant  had  done  some  wrong,  aye  some  terrible  wrong,  to  the  plaintiff. 
What  was  it  ?  The  plaintiff  says  that  it  was  adultery.  Mr.  Moulton 
says  that  it  was  adultery.  Mrs.  Morse,  in  effect,  says  the  same 
thing,  and  every  act  of  the  defendant,  of  the  plaintiff,  and  of 
Moulton,  during  the  three  years  and  a  half  that  followed,  is  in  harmony  with 
the  fact  of  adultery,  and  utterly  irreconcilable  with  any  other  theory  of  the 
case,  and  no  human  inj^enuity  can  devise  any  other  explanation.  It  is  impos- 
sible. You  have  got  to  blot  out  the  English  language  and  all  its  meaning. 
So  long  as  it  stands,  no  other  explanation  can  be  devised  than  the  meaning 
we  attribute  to  it.  Why,  adultery  is  the  one  sole  fact  that  accounts  for 
Moulton's  connection  with  this  case  for  the  four  years  that  he  strove  to  save 
the  defendant,  with  a  fidelity  unparalleled.  Take  out  that  word  '*  adultery,'' 
and  what  sense  or  meaning  is  there  in  his  connection  with  the  case,  or  was 
there  ever  any  ?  It  is  the  whole  point,  it  is  the  focus,  it  is  the  lever,  upon 
which,  for  the  four  years,  this  whole  case  worked.  Why  did  Mr.  Beecher, 
the  defendant  here,  want  to  go  to  Moulton's  day  after  day,  twice  a  day  some- 
times, to  see  him,  to  make  arrangements,  to  plan  and  to  plot  to  conceal 
something,  if  that  something  was  not  adultery  ?  Tell  me  why.  Oh  !  but  it 
is  said  that  Mr.  Moulton  has  denied  that  there  was  any  truth  in  the  charge; 
that  Tilton  has  denied  it.  Of  course  Moulton  has.  What  was  he  there  for  f 
Was  he  employed  by  Beecher,  the  defendant,  to  admit  it ;  was  he  called  in  to 
expose  the  facts  and  to  give  them  to  the  world?  Oh  I  no;  his  mission  was 
concealment.  That  is  why  he  was  wanted.  That  is  why  Moulton  was  re- 
quired— he,  not  a  member  of  the  Church — ^it  was  to  conceal,  and  not  to  make 
known.  He  was  the  possessor  of  a  secret  that  could  not  be  trusted  by  this 
Christian  minister  to  a  single  other  person  on  earth.  There  was  no  man  on 
the  globe  to  whom  he  could  go.  There  was  something  so  terrible  about  this 
secret,  whatever  it  was,  that  he  could  not  go  to  his  church  and  ask  their 
counsel  and  their  advice,  but  he  must  have  Mr.  Moulton  to  manage  this  grent 
secret;  and  Mr.  Mculton  did  manage  it — and  successfully  for  four  years — and 
saved  the  defendant  to  Plymouth  Church  as  certainly  as  the  sun  shines  in 
heaven  to-iiay,  as  I  will  show  you  before  I  get  through.  Long  before  this 
would  Plymouth  Church  have  been  without  a  pastor  if  it  had  not  been  for 
the  fidelity  of  Francis  D.  Moulton. 

But,  gentlemen,  we  are  not  left  in  the  dark  altogether  about  this  from 
another  standpoint.  He  declares  that  all  the  acts,  and  all  the  letters  to  which 
your  attention  will  be  called  for  the  four  years  concerning  this  subject,  repre- 
sent but  two  points — first,  the  grief  of  the  defendant,  and,  secondly,  the 
honor  of  Mrs.  Tilton — the  honor  of  Mrs.  Tilton  and  the  grief  growing  out  of 
the  facts  that  involved  her  honor.  Well,  it  is  said,  gentlemen,  that  great 
grief  was  caused  by  injudicious  advice.  Mr.  Tilton  had  lost  his  editorship 
of  The  Independent  and  of  The  Union;  and  the  defendant  had  counseled  that 
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— his  family  bad  beeu  nearly  broken  up — and  the  defendant  had  advised  it. 
And.  beyond  that,  there  was  an  intimation  that  I  have  never  yet  been  able  to 
solve,  and  hope  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  will  be  in  this  case^-of  some 
undefinable  cause;  at  one  time,  it  was  tliut  he  had  been  informed  that  dhe  had 
conceived  an  undue  affection  for  him;  at  another,  *Hhat  his  blind  heedless- 
Dess  and  friendship  had  beguiled  her  heart  ;^'  and,  at  another,  an  intimation 
that  she  ** thrust  her  affections  upon  him  unsought'';  and  all  this  jumble  of 
phrases  and  of  words  without  any  statement  as  to  what  caused  this  great 
contrition  on  the  part  of  the  defendant^  on  the  1st  of  January,  '71.  Whi^n 
he  says  that  his  '^  blind  heedlessness  and  friendship  beguiled  her  heart," 
what  does  he  mean  ?  What  does  that  fact  import  ?  What  is  the  meaning  of 
it  ?  Blind  heedlessness  and  friendship  beguiling  the  heart  of  the  wife  of  the 
plaintiff  !  How  was  that  manifested — that  fact  on  her  part  ?  What  was  done 
in  cousequence  of  that  ?  What  did  she  do  ?  What  did  he  do  ?  How  did 
it  dcvclope  itself,  and  how  was  it  manifested  ?  Does  he  mean  to  say,  or 
doesn't  he,  that  the  woman  tempted  and  he  did  fall  ?  I  presume  that  my 
learned  friends  upon  the  other  side  will  have  some  explanation — at  least  I 
h«jpe  so-^for  I  have  never  been  able  yet  to  discover  one.  But  at  ihe  time 
that  this  letter  was  written,  Mr.  Tilton's  family  had  not  been  broken  up;  he 
was  living  with  his  family;  and  although  his  contract  with  Mr.  Bowen  was 
ended,  and  his  loss  of  the  position  of  editor  had  taken  place,  it  was  entirely 
without  the  influence  of  the  defendant,  and  therefore  furnished  do  cause  and 
no  reason  for  this  great  grief  which  he  manifested.  But  there  is  one  sin- 
gular fact  in  this  case  that  I  will  call  your  attention  to  right  here,  as  it  comes 
in  apprupriattily  at  this  point.  This  letter  was  written  ou  the  first  of  Janu- 
ary, '71,  and  it  is  claimed,  and  has  been  claimed,  that  the  feeling  that  pro- 
duced that  letter  was  brought  about  by  the  advice  which  Mr.  Beecher  had 
given  Mrs.  Til  ton  to  separate  from  her  husband.  The  point  that  I  wish  to 
call  your  attention  to  in  this  connection  is  this:  that  the  advice,  if  ever 
given  at  all,  was  not  until  after  the  27th  of  January,  1871,  as  the  documen- 
tary evidence  that  we  shall  introduce  before  you  will  c;mclusively  establish. 
8o  that  you  have  the  strange  anomaly  of  the  defendant's  mourning  over 
wrongs  not  yet  committed,  if  they  were  wrongs ;  over  acts  not  yet  done.  But 
let  us  assume  that  such  advice  was  given  at  the  time,  and  that  he  had  coin- 
fleled  Bowen  to  dismiss  Tilton,  and  that  Bowen  had  taken  the  advice,  and 
that  iie  was  responsible  for  the  loss  of  place  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  he  had  attempted  to  cause  a  separation  on  the  part  of  Mrs.  Tilton  from 
her  hnsband.  Upon  what  facts  did  he  base  his  action  ?  You  must  recollect 
that,  up  to  tliis  time,  Tilton  was  editor  of  The  Independent^  a  Christian  news- 
paper, a  religious  paper ;  that  it  was  the  representative  congregational  paper 
of  the  land;  and  Mr.  Beecher  l>eing  of  that  denomination,  and  a  prominent 
meml>er  of  it,  it  was  his  duty  to  see,  so  far  as  he  could — and  especially  as  for 
many  years  he  himself  had  been  its  editor — it  was  especially  his  duty  to  see 
that  no  unfit  or  improper  man  occupied  the  |)osition  of  editor  of  that 
paper.  And  now,  gcntlemeu,  I  want  you  to  bear  with  me  while  I  call 
your  attention  to  some  specific  fact^  right  here  with  reference  to  that 
point;  some  of  the  declarations  we  shall  show  you,  of  the  defendant  him- 
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self.     In  reference  to  this  matter,   he   declared  that   the   *  Head  era*'  that 
Tilton  had  written  in  The  Independent  had  aroused  a  storm  of  indignation 
among  tlie  Congregationalists  of  the  North-west;  and  that  he  had  indig- 
nantly himself  disclaimed  all  responsibility  for  the  views  expressed  by  Mr. 
Tilton — in  other  words  that  Tilton's  course  in  that  paper  was  such  that 
he  found  it  necessary  to  protest  against  it,  and  to  disavow  all  connection 
and  ail  responsibility  for  the  views  contained  in  that  paper,  as  expressed  bj 
Tilton.     He  says  that  he  believed  *'  Tilton  denied  the  Divinity  of  Christ,  the 
inspiration  of  the  Scriptures,  and  most  of  the  articles  of  the  orthodox  faith ; 
while  his  views  ns  to  the  sanctity  of  the  marriage  relation  were  undergoing  a 
constant  change  in  the  direction  of  Free  Love."      He  says  that  **  Bessie  Tur- 
ner had  given  him  such  an  account  of  Tilton's  cruelty  to  his  family  as  to  shock 
him ;  that  with  down-cast  look  she  said  that  Tilton  hud  visited  her  chamber 
in  the  night,  and  sought  her  consent  to  his  wishes;  that  he  immediately  vi8> 
ited  Mrs.  Tilton  at  her  mother's,  and  received  an  account  of  her  home  life, 
and  of  the  despotism  of  her  husband,   and  of  the  management  of  a  woman 
whom  he  had  made  housekeeper — that  it  seemed  like  a  nightmare  dream  to 
him.     The  question  was,   whether  she  should  go  back,  or  separate  forever 
from  her  husband."     He  asked  permission  to  bring  his  wife  to  see  them — 
whose  judgment  in  all  domestic  relations  he  thought  better  than  his  own, 
and,  accordingly,  a  second  visit  was  made.     *^The  result  of  the  interview  was 
that  his  wife  was  extremely  indignant  towards  Mr.  Tilton,  and  declared  that 
no  consideration  on  earth  would  induce  her  to  remain  an  hour  with  a  man 
who  had  treated  her  with  the  one  hundredth  part  of  the  insult  and  cruelty. 
Bowen  had  narrated  the  affair  at  Winsted,  Connecticut;  and,  like  stories 
from  the  North-w^est  and  Chicago,  were  brought  against  Tilton,  in  his  own 
office."     *' Without  doubt,"  he  says,  ^^ he  believed  these  allegations;  and  bo 
did  I.     The  other  facts  stated  seemed  to  me  a  full  corroboration."     He  be 
lieved,  at  that  time,  taking  his  declarations,  that  Theodore  Tilton  bad  been 
guilty  of  '^  promiscuous  immoralities."    He  had  declared  that  he  was  **  bank- 
rupt in  character  and  morals;"  and  added  to  all  this,  he  knew — assuming  his 
innocence — that  on  the  30th  of  December,  1870,  he  had  accused  him  falsely 
of  one  of  the  most  diabolical  crimes  that  he  could  conceive  of,  and  that  be 
had  induced  his  saintly  wife  to  join  in  the  lie  for  the  destruction  of  the  de- 
fendant.    And,  in  view  of  all  these  facts  before  him,  be  says  that  he  went 
off  into  this  paroxysm  of  grief  because  he  had  given  this  advice;  and  be- 
cause he  had  thus  couuseled  Bowen  to  discharge  bim  from   The  Independent, 
I  ask  you,  as  fathers  and  as  Christian  men,  if  in  view  of  these  facta  he  had 
not  given  the  advice  that  he  says  he  did,  and  an  hundredfold  more  emphatic, 
he  would  not  have  deserved  the  condemnation  of  Christendom  ?      If  he  did 
give  that  advice  he  did  what  was  his  bounden  duty  as  a  Christian  minister  to 
do.     If  he  did  thus  counsel  Bowen,  he  did  that  which  it  was  his  bounden 
duty  as  a  Christian  minister  to  do ;  and  he  would  have  been  unfit  for  his  high 
calling  had  he  omitted  to  have  given  such  advice — had  he  permitted,  from 
his  standpoint,  Mr.  Tilton  to  have  remained  one  hour  connected  with  that  re- 
ligious paper,  if  he  could  have  prevented  it,  or  bis  wife  living  with  him  one 
hour,  if  be  could  have  prevented  it.    Why,  gentlemen,  think  of  it  for  a 
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moment.  The  defendant  here,  the  greatest  preacher  of  the  land,  knowing  a 
man,  then  a  member  of  his  chnrch.  to  be  a  libertine,  to  be  a  bankrupt  in 
morals  and  in  character,  to  he  everything  that  is  bad,  everything  that  makes 
a  man  despicable — think  of  his  bowing  down  before  such  a  man  simply  be- 
canae  he  had  done  his  duty,  and  done  it  but  tardily  at  that;  because  he  had 
advised  a  separation,  and  counseled  dismissal  of  this  libertine,  this  bankrupt 
in  character  and  in  morals,  this  free-lover,  this  bad  man ;  think  of  his  bowing 
down  before  him  apd  asking  his  forgiveness  as  he  asks  the  forgiveness  of  his 
God.  No,  gentlemen,  no ;  that  is  not  the  reason.  You  know  it,  I  know  it, 
every  man  in  the  land  knows  it.  Yet,  in  view  of  all  these  facts,  we  hear  the 
exclamation  that  '*  the  case,  as  it  then  appeared  to  my  eyes,  was  strongly 
against  me!''  What  case?  How  against  him  ?  There  was  a  case  at  that 
time,  if  his  theory  be  correct,  but  that  was  a  case  not  against  him  but  against 
the  plaintiff,  and  that  case  was  made  out  conclusively  from  his  point  of  view, 
if  it  be  correct,  by  Mrs.  Tilton,  by  Bessie  Turner,  by  Henry  C.  Bowen,  by 
Mr.  Tilton's  course  in  The  Independent^  and  by  the  false  accusaticm  that  he 
had  made  against  the  defendant.  That  was  the  case  then, — if  we  are  to  ac- 
cept these  allegations  and  these  facts, — that  was  the  case,  then,  made  against 
Tilton,  the  plaintiff,  and  not  against  the  defendant.  The  case  was  all  in 
favor  of  the  defendant.  If  he  did  what  he  says,  he  was  deserving  of  the 
thanks  of  every  good  man  and  of  every  good  woman,  and  if  he  had  done  it 
tenfold  more  strongly,  and  vigilantly,  and  determinedly,  he  would  have  been 
entitled  to  still  greater  thanks.  No,  gentlemen,  that  was  not  the  cause  of  his 
grief.  Let  me  call  your  attention  to  the  facts.  Here  is  this  terrible  letter, 
written  on  the  Ist  of  January,  1871.  To  whom  is  it  entrusted  ?  To  Mr. 
Moulton,  a  comparative  stranger  to  him  at  that  time;  they  had  had  but  two 
interviews,  one  was  on  Friday  night,  the  30th  of  December,  when  Mr.  Moulton 
went  to  Mr.  Beecher's  house  and  said :  •*  Mr.  Tilton  wants  to  see  you."  **It  is 
Friday  night ;  I  have  got  my  prayer-meeting  to  attend  to,  and  I  can  not  go." 
•*But  Mr.  Tilton  wants  to  see  you."  He  ca  Is  a  person:  '*Qoand  tell  so 
and  so  to  take  charge  of  the  prayer-meeting,"  and  he  goes  off,  with  no  more 
explanation  than  that,  in  company  with  this  comparative  stranger,  abandon- 
ing his  prayer-meeting  to  other  parties.  Didn't  he  know,  didn't  he  suspect  ? 
That  is  the  first  interview  Moulton  hiis  with  him,  when  he  calls  at  his  house 
and  says  that  Mr.  Tilton  wanta  to  see  him.  Without  explanation  he  abandons 
his  prayer  meeting,  turns  it  over  to  some  one  else,  and  goes  with  Moulton 
and  receives  the  charge  of  adultery  with  Mr.  Tilton's  wife.  The  other  inter- 
view was  the  night  following,  when  Moulton  got  the  paper  back  from  Mr. 
Beecher.  Those  were  the  two  interviews  with  reference  to  this  matter,  and 
then  this  letter  is  intrusted  to  him  in  confidence*  Why  intrusted  to  him  in 
confidence  ?  Why  should  it  be  in  confidence,  if  it  didn't  relate  to  some  secret 
that  he  didn^t  want  the  world  to  know  ?  If  Moulton,  by  the  possession  of  that 
had  not  become  the  possessor  of  some  terrible  secret,  why  was  it  entrusted  to 
Mm  t  Qentlemen,  do  you  believe  for  a  moment  that  had  this  been  any  less 
than  the  charge  we  bring,  Mr.  Beecher  would  not  have  consulted  some  of  his 
trasted  parishioners  and  asked  their  advice  as  to  how  to  act  in  the  emergency, 
whatever  it  was,  other  than  the  one  we  charge  and  shall  prove  to  you  to  be 
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true — adultery  ?  Why,  he  says  that  there  was  no  man  on  the  globe  with 
whom  he  could  talk  on  this  subject.  Strange  !  What  terrible  subject  is  this 
about  which  he  can  talk  to  but  a  single  man  on  the  globe,  and  that  man  not 
a  trusted  parishioner  of  his,  but  a  comparative  stranger,  who  has  become  pos- 
sessed of  some  secret.  He  was  shut  up  to  every  human  beinor.  He  could  not 
go  to  his  wife;  he  could  not  go  to  his  children;  he  could  not  go  to  his 
brothers  and  sisters ;  he  could  not  go  to  his  church.  Mr  Moulton  was  the 
only  person  to  whom  he  could  talk  on  this  subject.  With  reference  to  his 
advice  to  Bowen,  with  reference  to  his  advice  for  separation,  he  could  go  to 
his  ifvdfe.  He  did  go  to  her,  because  in  those  matters  he  relied  upon  her  judg- 
ment, only  coinciding  with  her.  What  was  this  terrible  subject  about  which 
he  could  talk  to  no  human  being  on  the  globe  except  to  this  comparative 
stranger  outside  of  his  church  ?  Where  was  the  trusted  parishioner  of  25 
years'  association  then,  who  should  stind  by  him  in  his  hour  of  trouble  ?  No 
man  on  earth,  no  one  to  whom  he  could  talk  on  this  subject  but  the  one  man, 
Moulton.  If  the  other  side  can  (conceive  of  any  other  secret  on  earth  about  w  hich 
a  minister  of  the  gospel  can  not  talk  with  even  his  wife,  or  with  his  brothers 
and  sisters,  or  with  members  of  his  churcli,  I  hope  it  will  be  revealed  upon 
this  trial.  On  the  30th  of  December,  1870,  Mr.  Beecher  went  forth  from 
Moulton's  with  the  exclamation,  **  This  will  kill  me,"  the  charge  upon  him 
made  by  Tilton  being  adultery  with  his  wife.  The  first  communication  you 
have  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  or  for  the  plaintiff,  after  this  charge 
is  made  is,  **I  humble  myself  before  you  as  I  do  before  my  God."  A  man 
comes  to  you  and  accuses  you  falsely  of  an  infamous  crime,  and  the  next  com- 
niunicMtion  you  have  with  him  you  say,  "I  humble  myself  before  you  as  I  do 
before  my  God,  and  hope  He  will  put  it  in  your  heart  to  forgive  me  I"  Gen- 
tlemen, it  is  nonsense  to  argue  that  point,  and  I  shall  not  pursue  it  further. 
It  was  not  advice  either  to  Mrs.  Tilton  or  counsel  to  Mr.  Bowen;  it  was  sotue- 
thing  beyond  that.  When  he  asked  Theodore  Tilton 's  forgiveness,  what  did 
he  mean  ?  Forgiveness  of  what?  Forgiveness  for  having  received  a  false 
accusation  ?  No!  forgiveness  for  a  wrong  that  he  had  imflicted  upon  Mr.  Til- 
ton, which  called  for  the  deepest  humiliation  and  the  most  absolute  contritinn 
that  a  man  could  give.  **  He  wcmld  have  been  a  better  man  in  my  circum- 
stances than  I  have  been."  What  does  that  mean,  gentlemen  ?  In  what  cir- 
cumstances would  Mr.  Tilton  have  been  a  better  man  than  Mr.  Beecher  ? 
What  does  he  refer  to  ?  What  terrible  thing  had  Mr.  Beecher  done  tliat 
should  lead  him  to  exclaim  that  Theodore  Tilton  would  **have  been  a  better 
man  in  my  circumstances  than  I  have  been.'-  Whv,  T/ieodore  Tilton  was 
bankrupt  in  morals  and  in  character;  he  had  been  guilty  of  promi<uous 
immorality ;  he  was  everything  that  was  bad ;  he  was  so  brutal  to  his  wife 
that  the  bare  recital  shocked  Mr.  Beecher;  he  had  attempted  a  gross  outtifge 
upon  a  person  in  his  house.  If  their  theory  be  true,  he  had  done  everything 
that  was  bad,  and  yet  he  says  that  this  man,  this  libertine,  this  infidel,  would 
**  have  been  a  better  man  in  my  circumstances  than  I  have  been." 

What  circumstances  does  he  mean  ?  What  terrible  thing  had  he  done  that 
outweighed  all  those  charges  that  were  brought  against  Theodore  Tilton  by 
the  defeQdant  ?    What  led  him  to  exclaim  that  even  this  bad  man  would 
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have  been  a  better  man  in  his  circumstances  than  be  was  ?  Oh  I  yes,  it  was 
true.  There  is  not  a  word  in  that  letter;  there  was  not  a  word  uttered  by 
that  penitent  man  on  that  night  that  was  not  true.  It  was  true,  and  he 
would  have  been  a  better  man.  What  had  he  done  ?  Why,  he  had  debauched 
the  wife  of  his  trusted  parishioner,  and  she  a  confiding  member  of  his  church. 
He,  taking  advantage  of  his  position  and  of  his  high  calling,  had  de- 
bauched that  woman,  it  is  true,  and  he  says  Theodore  Tilton  **  would  have 
been  a  better  man  in  my  circumstances  than  I  have  been ; "  he  (Tilton)  would 
not  have  done  tliat — that  is  what  he  means.  But  he  will  die  before  any  one 
else  will  be  inculpated.  IIow  was  Mrs.  Tilton  inculpated,  and  who  was  it 
that  inculpated  her?  '^She  is  guiltless,  sinned  against,  bearing  the  trans- 
gressions of  another.  Her  forgiveness  I  have."  Oh  !  say  the  counsel,  of 
course  she  could  not  have  been  guilty  of  the  crime  of  adultery,  and  yet  ho 
guiltless.  Well,  gentlemen,  we  shall  present  to  you  during  the  progress  of 
this  trial,  an  authority  high  upon  that  subject,  an  authority  no  less  than  the 
defendant  himself,  who  says  that  by  no  means  does  it  hr.ppen  in  all  cases  that 
the  seduced  is  an  accomplice  in  the  crime,  but  the  sufferer.  And  so  here, 
she  is  represented,  not  as  guilty,  because  of  the  power  that  was  exercised  over 
this  confiding  child  of  the  church  by  a  strong  and  powerful  will,  because  she, 
having  implicit  faith  in  him,  yields ;  she  is  the  sufferer,  it  is  not  her  fault. 
Such  is  the  meaning  of  this,  "  She  is  guiltless,  sinned  against,  bearing  the 
transgressions  of  another.  Her  forgiveness  I  have."  I  have  her  forgiveness 
for  having  thus  seduced  her;  having  thus  used  my  high  office;  having  thus 
used  my  power  and  influence  over  her  to  get  poessessicm  of  her  virtue.  I  am 
j^uilty;  she  is  guiltle.ss;  I  have  asked  her  forgiveness;  I  have  it  to-day.  And 
now  I  ask  that  God  may  put  it  into  the  heart  of  her  husband  to  forgive  me  as 
she  has  forgiven  me.  Whatever  the  offense,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the 
defendant  is  the  sinner,  and  that  Mrs.  Tilton  was  the  sufferer.  He  says,  Mrs. 
Tilton  is  '* guiltless,  sinned  against."  It  was  with  Mrs.  Tilton,  not  her  hus- 
band, that  the  sin  was  committed.  It  was  some  offense  in  which  there  was 
guilt,  sin.  She  was  bearing  the  transgre^ions  of  another.  Somebody  had 
l>een  guilty  of  transgreaduns  with  her,  which  she,  not  her  husband,  had  to 
bear.  The  only  question  is,  who  was  the  transgressor  ?  Hear  the  answer, 
' '  Her  forgiveness  I  have." — I  am  the  transgressor.  He  declares  that  he  is 
forgiven  for  sin  and  transgression  and  guilt  with  Mrs.  Tilton.  Can  there  be 
anything  plainer  than  this  ?  Is  it  necessary  that  we  should  attempt  to  argue 
or  present  a  prop<isition  so  clear  and  unmistakable  as  this  ?  '^  She  is  guiltless, 
sinned  against " — I  have  sinned  against  her.  She  is  bearing  the  transgres- 
sions of  another.  I  am  the  transgressor,  and  her  forgiveness  I  have.  She 
has  forgiven  me  for  sin,  for  transgression,  and  for  guilt,  and  now  will  God 
put  it  into  the  heart  of  her  husband  to  forgive  me  also  for  the  sin,  for  this 
transgression,  of  which  I  have  been  guilty. 

It  can  not  be  said,  gentlemen — and  that  is  the  only  possible  explanation 
which  I  can  see  to  this — it  can  not  he  said  that  the  defendant  in  this  case 
does  not  understand  the  meaning  of  the  English  language;  that  he  did  no: 
know  what  he  was  talking  about  when  he  wrote  these  words  of  repentance 
and  contrition — when  he  was  pouring  out  the  honest  feelings  of  his  heart  and 
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his  heart's  sorrow  for  the  great  wrong  that  he  had  done.  No,  he  fully  nnder- 
stood  the  import  of  every  word  that  he  uttered  on  the  first  of  January,  1871. 
**I  haye  trusted  this  to  Mouiton  in  confidence."  Why  give  this  to  Moulton 
in  confidence  ?  Why  should  this  confidence  be  reposed  in  him  al>out  a  mat- 
ter relating  to  business  or  mere  advice  in  regard  to  family  jars  ?  No,  it  was 
the  secret — the  secret  that  he  said  would  kill  him  on  the  night  of  the  30th  of 
December,  when  he  left  the  house  of  Mr.  Moulton  to  go  to  the  sick-bed  of 
this  woman  that  he  had  debauched.  Had  Mr.  Moulton  been,  on  that  night, 
the  bearer  from  Mr.  Tilton  of  a  similar  letter;  had  he  come  to  Mr.  Beecher 
and  said,  *'  Mr.  Beecher,  here  is  a  letter  I  have  brought  you  from  Tilton,  a 
letter  of  regret,  a  letter  of  sorrow,  a  letter  of  contrition,  and  he  asks  your  for- 
giveness for  what  he  did  to  you  on  the  30th  of  December,  two  nights  ago," 
there  would  have  been  some  sense  in  it  upon  their  theory.  Oh  I  no,  nothing 
of  the  kind,  but  Mr.  Beecher  falls  down  upon  his  knees  before  this  man  and 
commences  his  letter  with  an  appeal  to  him,  and  closes  with  a  prayer  to  God 
that  he  may  soften  his  heart  towards  the  man  who  has  wrought  this  great 
ruin  in  his  family. 

AFTERNOON  SESSION. 

Mr.  Morris  resumed  his  argument  as  follows  : 

OentUmen  of  the  Jury: — Men  usually  exhibit  various  emotions  in  pro- 
portion to  the  cause  that  gives  rise  to  those  emotions;  if  fear,  the  danger 
that  is  foreseen ;  if  grief,  the  trouble  that  has  produced  it;  and  so  of  the 
various  emotions.  And  I  was  about,  before  closing  the  point  to  which  I 
called  your  attention  this  mofning,  to  call  your  attention  to  that  phase  of  this 
branch  of  the  case  in  order  that  you  might  see  what  perfect  harmony  there 
was  between  this  letter  and  the  condition  of  the  party's  mind,  as  portrayed 
by  himself  at  that  time ;  and  for  the  further  purpose  of  showing  that  it  was 
impossible  that  that  condition  should  have  been  produced  or  caused  by  any 
slight  or  trivial  matter;  that  it  had  for  its  foundation  some  terrible  thing, 
whatever  it  was ;  that  the  defendant,  at  the  time  that  that  letter  was  written 
must  have  been  conscious  of  having  committed  some  terrible  wrong;  and  it 
was  for  that  purpose  that  I  was  about  calling  your  attention  to  some  declara- 
tions, and  I  now  invite  your  attention  to  them,  so  that  you  may  see  what 
perfect  unison  there  is  between  the  condition  of  the  writer^s  mind  and  the 
letter  itself. 

**  B»ilieving,"  he  says,  **  that  my  presence  and  counsels  had  tended  to  pro- 
duce a  social  catastrophe,  I  gave  expression  to  my  feelings  in  an  interview 
with  a  mutual  friend,  not  in  bold  and  incautious  words,  but  eagerly  taking 
the  blame  upon  myself,  and  pouring  out  my  heart  to  my  friend  in  the  strong- 
est language,  overburdened  with  the  exaggeration  of  impassioned  sorrow.  It 
seemed  to  me  that  my  life-work  was  to  end  abruptly  aud  in  disaster.  I  was 
most  intensely  excited  indeed.  I  felt  that  my  mind  was  in  danger  of  giving 
way.  I  walked  up  and  down  the  room,  pouring  forth  my  heart  in  the  most 
unrestrained  grief  and  bitterness  of  self-accusation,  heaping  all  the  blame  on 
my  own  head.  I  shed  tears,  and  my  voice  broke  and  my  distress  was  bound- 
less, and  I  called  upon  the  man  that  I  had  wronged  to  forgive  the  great 
wrong  that  I  bad  done." 
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You  see,  gentlemen,  what  perfect  harmony  there  is.  Take  the  letter  of 
contrition,  break  it  up  into  sentences,  intersperse  it  with  the  language, 
that  I  have  just  quoted,  and  it  would  read  harmoniously.  It  would 
sound  as  one  outpouring  of  the  heart,  as  he  says,  of  '*  impassioned 
Borrow  and  grief."  And  yet  you  are  to  be  told  that  all  this  anguish  and 
all  this  sonow  was  the  result  of  some  trivial  matter.  Certainly,  gentlemen, 
after  the  evidence  in  this  case  is  in,  I  apprehend  that  it  will  not  be  claimed,— 
I  apprehend  that  we  have  heard  the  last  forever  of  the  intimation  that  all 
this  grew  out  of  a  fear  of  a  false  accusation.  If  such  had  been  the  case, 
the  great  grief  here  expressed  would  have  been  somewhat  modified  by  the 
coDsciou&ness  that  this  great  wroog  had  been  done  the  party  thus  pour- 
ing out  his  heart.  But,  gentlemen,  this  letter  of  contrition  is  the  one  bright 
spot  in  this  whole  sad  story.  It  is  the  honest  expression  of  sorrow  and  grief. 
It  is  the  outpouring  of  the  heart  for  the  wrong  that  has  been  done,  and  the 
ruin  that  has  been  wrought ;  and  if  it  could  be  repudiated,  I  say  no,  a  thou- 
sand times  DO,  it  ought  not  to  be.  It  is  the  expression  of  grief  and  sorrow 
and  contrition  for  the  wrong  that  had  been  wrought.  Let  it  stand,  as  it  will 
stand  now  and  forever,  as  the  honest  confession  of  guilt  on  the  part  of 
Henry  Ward  Beecher. 

Well,  gentlemen,  having  called  your  attention  very  briefly  and  very  im- 
perfectly to  the  first  stage  in  the  history  of  this  extraordinary  case,  as  throw- 
ing a  light  back,  reflecting  upon  the  three  or  four  days  that  had  just  passed 
in  which  was  encompassed  so  much  of  grief  and  of  sorrow,  let  us  see  what 
the  first  act  of  the  defendant  is  in  reference  to  diis  matter.  What  is  the  first 
thing  he  does  in  reference  to  this  matter,  after  the  writing  of  this  letter  of 
contrition,  of  January  Ist,  1871  ?  Let  us  see  whether  he  acted  as  a  guilty 
man  would  naturally  act,  or  whether  he  acted  as  an  innocent  man  would 
naturally  have  acted  under  the  circumstances.  Assuming  now  for  the  moment 
that  a  false  accusation  had  been  made  against  him,  what  would  he  have  done  ? 
After  reflection,  would  he  not  have  gone  to  some  person  of  whom  he  could  have 
taken  advice,  would  he  not  have  sought  out  some  trusty  member  of  his  con- 
gregation, some  legal  gentleman  of  his  flock,  and  have  told  them,  as  he  might 
have  done  in  the  sacredness  of  his  confidence,  what  wrong  had  been  com- 
mitted against  him,  and  counseled  and  advised  with  them  as  to  what  should 
have  been  done  with  such  a  villain  ?  And  do  you  think  if  he  had  been 
innocent,  that  would  have  not  been  the  course  ?  But  what  does  he  do  ?  Why, 
he  acts  as  naturally  he  would  after  having  committed  the  wrong  that  we 
charge  him  with.  He  says:  '*I  have  sent  this  letter  of  contrition  to  Mr 
Tilton.  I  have  poured  out  my  soul  to  him  in  sorrow  and  in  grief,  and  I  have 
asked  his  pardon  and  forgivuess ;  but  I  will  do  more  for  him.  I  have  had 
an  interview  with  Henry  C.  Bowen,  to  whom  I  have  made  some  statements 
concerning  Mr.  Tilton.  I  will  at  once  undo  that.^*  And  so  on  the  ^  of 
January  he  writes  a  letter  to  Mr.  Bowen,  in  which  he  says:  ^*I  shoidd  be 
unwilling  to  have  anything  I  said,  though  it  was  but  little,  weigh  on  your 
mind  in  a  matter  so  important  to  his  welfare." 

Mr.  Beach.— Yfhfii  is  the  date  of  that  ? 

Mr.  Morrii. — January  2nd,  1871.     The  very  next  day  after  writing  this 
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:tter  of  contrition,  two  days  after  .they  say  this  false  accusation  had  been 
aade,  be  is  writing  to  Mr.  Bowen,  so  anxious  is  he  for  the  welfare  of  Mr. 
Theodore  Tilton,  the  man  who  had  made  this  false  charge  against  him  :  and 
although  he  said  but  b'ttle  to  Mr.  Bowen — *'  I  would  be  unwilling  that  that 
little  should  weigh  on  your  mind  in  a  matter  of  such  importance  to  his 
welfare."  With  the  original  draft  of  this  letter,  he  goes  around  to  Mr. 
Moulton,  and  there  he  meets  Mr.  Tilton,  on  the  3rd  of  January, — ^the  1st 
being  on  Sunday,  and  the  2nd  being  observed  as  the  1st, — on  Tuesday  he 
goes  around  to  Mr.  Moulton  with  this  letter,  and  meets  Mr.  Tilton  there,  and 
then  he  speaks  to  him  about  this  matter,  and  expresses  his  sorrow  at  the 
wrong  that  he  has  done  him,  and  hopes  that  it  may  be  overlooked,  and  that 
he  may  be  forgiven.  The  object  of  this  letter,  you  will  perceive,  gentlemen, 
was  to  further  placate,  if  possible,  Mr.  Tilton,  to  show  him  that  he  was  will- 
ing to  aid  him  and  assist  him,  that  he  was  anxious  to  do  anything  that  he 
could  for  him.  lie  writes  this  letter,  and  he  says,  when  he  wants  to  give 
force  to  the  letter  of  contrition — **  I  should  be  unwilling  to  have  anything  I 
said,  though  it  was  but  little,  weigh  on  your  mind";  but  on  another  occa- 
sion, when  it  is  desired  that  the  force  of  the  letter  of  contrition  shall  be 
broken  by  some  wr<mg  done  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  rather  than  the 
wrong  that  we  aver,  different,  entirely  different,  language  is  u.sed.  Then  he 
conversed  for  some  time  with  Mr.  Bowen.  Mr.  Bowen  wishing  his  opinion, 
it  was  frankly  given  :  **  I  did  not  see  how  he  could  maintain  his  relations 
with  Mr.  Tilton.  Tlie  substance  of  the  ccmversation  was,  that  Tilton's  inordi- 
nate  vanity,  his  fatal  facility  for  blundering,  for  which  he  had  a  genius,  the 
ostentatious  independence  of  his  own  opinions,  and  general  impracticable- 
ness,  would  keep  Tht  Unwn  at  disagreement  with  the  political  party  for 
whose  service  it  was  published.  Now,  added  to  all  this,  these  revelations  of 
these  promiscuous  immoralities  would  make  his  connection  with  either  paper 
fatal  to  its  interests.  I  spoke  strongly  and  emphatically.  I  have  no  doubt 
that  my  influence  was  decisive  and  precipitated  his  overthrow."  Then  he  is 
accounting  for  the  conditi(m  of  mind  at  the  time  the  letter  of  contrition  was 
written,  and  when  force  is  to  be  given  to  the  apology,  then  **I  should  be  un- 
willing to  have  anything  I  said,  though  it  was  but  little,  weigh  on  your 
mind."  But  a  few  days  after  this,  Mr.  Beecher,  through  Mr.  Moulton,  makes 
the  proposition  that  if  Mr.  Tilton  will  go  to  Europe  with  bis  family  and  spend 
a  couple  of  years  there,  that  he  will  !)ear  the  expense.  At  this  time,  also, 
Bessie  Turner,  of  whom  you  have  heard,  a  young  woman  in  the  house  of  Mr. 
Tilton,  had  overheard  conversations  between  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Tilton  with 
reference  to  this  matter,  and  it  was  deemed  prudent  that  she  should  be  gotten 
out  of  the  way;  it  was  not  safe  to  have  her  here  in  Brooklyn;  it  was  feared 
she  might  tattle,  that  she  might  talk,  and  thus  the  secret  become  known, 
and  so  she  is  sent  to  a  boarding-school  in  Oliio,  and  the  expenses  of  her 
education  are  paid  there  by  the  defendant  in  this  action.  lie  contributes  out 
of  his  own  money  the  expenses  of  Bessie  Turner  when  she  is  at  school  in 
Ohio;  and  we  want  them  to  explain,  if  they  can,  why  Mr.  Beecher  paid  the 
expenses  of  Bessie  Turner  at  school  in  Ohio.  We  say,  gentlemen,  it  was 
because  she  had  overheard  conversations,   had  become  possessed  of  some 
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facts,  and  there  was  fear  of  her  tattling;  it  wa<)  dangerous  to  have  her  here. 
That  is  the  reason  that  it  waH  desired  aod  desirable  tliat  she  should  be 
removed  from  this  city,  and  she  was  sent  to  Ohio,  the  defendant  paying  her 
expenses. 

And  right  here,  gentlemen,  I  will  call  your  attention  to  another  fact, 
although  it  is  out  of  the  order  of  date,  but  it  is  connected  with  the  same 
topic.  Mr.  Beecher  mortgaged  his  ow^n  house,  raising  the  sum  of  $5,000, 
which  he  paid  to  Mr.  Moulton  for  the  purpose  of  being  paid  to  Mr.  Tilton 
without  Mr.  Tilton's  knowledge  of  where  it  came  from.  Mr.  Tilton  was  the 
editor  of  The  Golden  Age.  Mr.  Moulton,  his  friend,  was  assisting  him  in 
raising  money,  had  repeatedly  assisted  him  in  moneyed  atfairs,  and  Mr. 
Beecher,  feeling  the  great  wrong  that  he  had  done  Mr.  Tilton,  and  bein;; 
desirous  of  having  him,  at  least  so  far  aR  worldly  cone  rns  went,  satisfied, 
and  his  pai)er  to  go  along  prosperously,  desired  Mr.  Moulton  to  be  the  medium 
of  transmitting  this  money  to  Mr.  Tilton  without  his  knowledge  of  whence 
it  came ;  and  this  money  was  paid  to  Mr.  Moulton  by  Mr.  Beecher  for  Mr. 
Tilton's  benefit.  Will  you  tell  me,  gentlemen,  that  an  innocent  man  possess- 
ing the  power  and  the  influence  that  Mr.  Beecher  possei^sed  in  this  community, 
will  mortgage  his  own  house  to  raise  money  to  pay  to  a  man  unless  he  be  guilty 
of  some  great  wrong  ?  No,  gentlemen,  that  money  was  raised  and  thai  money 
WHS  paid  for  thp  express  purpose  of  keepir<g  T?ie  Oohleu  Age  prosperous.  So 
long,  he  thought,  ao  Mr.  Tilton  was  prosperous,  at  least  the  sharp  edge  of  his 
anguish  would  be  dulled — that  he  would  not  be  so  likely  to  expose  the  matter 
if  he  was  pecuniarily  prosperous;  but  if,  added  to  all  his  sorrow  at  home,  if, 
added  to  this  great  wrong,  poverty  should  stare  him  in  the  face,  and  he 
should  be  pt»cuniarily  embarrassed,  he  might,  writhing  under  the  great  wrong 
that  he  had  suffered — he  might  be  more  likely  to  expose  the  wrong.  And  thus  it 
was  that  this  money  was  paid,  paid  for  the  express  purpose  of  keeping  him 
along,  and  as  a  means  of  preventing  the  exposure  of  this  secret  to  the  public. 
It  was  one  of  the  means  adopted  by  him  as  having  a  tendency  to  prevent  its 
exposure,  to  keep  Mr.  Tilton  partially  satisfied,  so  that  he  might  not  be 
entirely  and  all  the  time  brooding  over  the  wrong  that  he  had  suffered,  but 
that  he  might  be  engaged  in  writing  for  his  paper,  conducting  his  paper,  car- 
rying his  paper  along,  which  he  could  not  do  unless  he  had  the  means,  and 
when  his  mind  was  upon  that  enterprise  it  would  be  to  that  extent  withdrawn 
from  the  great  sorrow  that  he  was  suffering  at  that  time  in  ccmsequence  of 
this  wrong,  and  that  is  the  reason  that  this  $5,000  was  paid  upon  a  mortgage 
— ^raised  upon  a  mortgage  upon  his  own  house.  And,  gentlemen,  men  do  not 
mortgage  their  houses,  they  do  not  raise  money  and  give  it  to  parties  in  this 
way  if  they  are  entirely  innocent,  nor  do  they  do  it  for  any  trivial  offense. 
There  may  be  cases  where  parties,  innocent  entirely,  have  paid  money  in 
this  way.  I  never  have  heard  of  one  in  my  experience.  I  doubt  whether  any 
instance  can  be  given  where  money  has  been  paid  under  such  circumstances. 
where  the  parties  were  innocent  of  all  blame.  They  may  not  have  gone  so 
far  aa  had  the  defendant  in  this  case,  but  in  every  case  that  I  have  heard  of 
the  money  has  been  paid  because  as  matter  of  fact  parties  were  compromised. 
Bat,  in  this  case,  gentlemen,  there  will  be  no  insinuation  of  that  character. 
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The  evidence  upon  that  point  is  too  full,  too  clear,  and  too  complete.  That 
suggestion  will  be  dropped  here,  as  it  has  been  by  the  previous  investigation, 
and  you  will  hear  nothing  of  that  in  this  case,  and  I  will  pass  from  that 
point. 

On  the  27th  of  this  month — January — I  am  speaking  now  f)f  the  period 
between  January  the  1st  and  February  the  7th — Mr.  Beecher  receives  from 
Mr8.  Morse  and  takes  to  Mr.  Mnulton,  as  bearing  upon  this  case  and  upon  the 
secret  which  he  had  in  charge,  a  remarkable  letter,  and  I  will  call  your  at- 
tention to  but  one  or  two  passages  of  it  at  this  time.  Referring  to  Mrs.  Tilton 
Mrs.  Morse  says : 

^^This  she  could  endure  and  thrive  under,  but  the  publicity  that  he  has 
given  to  this  recent  and  most  crushing  of  all  troubles  is  what  is  taking  the 
life  out  of  her.  I  know  of  twelve  persons  whom  he  has  told,  and  they  in 
turn  have  told  others.  Do  you  know  when  I  hear  of  you  cracking  your  jokes 
from  Sunday  to  Sunday,  and  think  of  the  misery  you  have  brought  upon  ns, 
I  think  with  the  Psalmist,  There  is  no  God.  He  swears  as  soon  as  her  breath 
leaves  her  body  he  will  make  this  whole  thing  public,  and  this  prospect,  I 
think,  is  one  thing  which  keeps  her  alive." 

This  letter  was  received  on  January  27th,  and  taken  to  Mr.  Moulton  on 
January  the  28th,  with  Mr.  Beecher's  indorsement  on  it,  together  with  an- 
other letter  which  he  had  received  from  Mrs.  Morse,  and  which  had  been 
written  to  Mrs.  Morse  by  Mrs.  Tilton,  and  which  was  also  taken  there  as 
having  reference  and  relating  to  a  part  of  this  case,  and  the  secret  which  Mr. 
Moulton  at  that  time  had  in  charge.  I  will  not  stop  to  read  that  letter  now, 
gentlemen.  I  will  call  your  attention  to  but  a  few  brief  passages  in  the  let- 
ter, in  order  that  you  may  see  to  what  it  has  reference : 

**  When  by  your  threats  my  mother  cried  out  in  agony  to  me,  *  Why,  what 
have  you  done,  Elizabeth,  my  child  ?'  her  worst  suspicions  were  aroused,  and 
I  laid  bare  my  heart  then,  that  from  my  lips  and  not  yours  she  might  receive 
the  dagger  into  her  heart.  Did  not  my  dear  child,  Florence,  learn  enough  by 
insinuation,  with  her  sweet,  pure  soul  agonized  in  secret  until  she  broke  out 
with  the  dreadful  question  ?  I  know  not  but  it  hath  been  her  death-blow. 
After  this  you  are  her  indignant  champion,  are  you?  It  is  now  too  late;  you 
have  blackened  my  character,  and  it  is  for  my  loved  ones  that  I  suffer,  yea, 
for  the  agony  which  the  revelation  has  caused  you,  my  cries  ascend  to 
Heaven  night  and  day,  that  upon  mine  own  head  the  anguish  may  fall. 
Once  again  I  implore  you  for  your  children's  sake,  to  whom  you  have  a  duty 
in  this  matter,  that  my  past  may  be  buried.  Dear  mother,  I  will  now  add  a 
line  to  you.  I  should  mourn  greatly  if  my  life  was  to  be  made  known  to 
father.    His  head  would  be  bowed  indeed  to  the  grave." 

And  so  all  through,  from  the  beginning  to  the  end,  is  she  confessing  her 
guilty  relations  with  the  defendant;  and  he  takes  this  letter  to  Mr.  Moulton.  as 
relating  to  the  secret  which  he  then  had  in  charge.  Do  you  doubt  what  these 
parties  have  been  talking  about  ?  Do  you  doubt  what  the  secret  is,  and  what 
the  crime  is  that  has  been  committed  in  view  of  these  facts  ?  Mrs.  Tilton  has 
confessed  her  guilt, — ^first  to  her  husband,  then  to  her  mother.  Mrs.  Morse  J 
writing  to  the  defendant  about  it  as  though  he  understood  it,   and. Ml 
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Beecher  has  confessed  it,  as  we  say,   in  writing,  over  and  over  again,  and 
verbally  to  Mr.  Tilton,  the  plaintiff,  to  Mr.  Moulton,  and  to  another. 

And  now,  gentlemen,  having  called  your  attention  to  these  facts,  occur- 
ring subsequent  to  the  1st  of  January,  when  this  letter  of  contrition  was 
written,  the  fact  of  the  letter  to  Bowen,  his  sending  away  Bessie  Turner  to 
boarding-school,  his  endeavor  to  have  Tilton  and  his  family  go  to  Europe, 
and  he  pay  his  expenses,  the  letter  of  Mrs.  Morse  to  him,  and  of  Mrs.  Tilton 
to  Mrs.  Morse,  carried  by  him  to  Mr.  Moulton,  we  come  now  to  another 
period  in  the  history  of  the  case,  and  about  which,  gentlemen,  there  can  be 
no  two  opinions.  Mr.  Beecher,  as  naturally  might  have  been  expected,  was  very 
anxious  to  know  what  the  state  of  Mr.  Tilton's  feelings  towards  him  was. 
He  had  written  a  letter  of  contrition,  he  had  written  to  Bowen,  he  had  re- 
ceived through  Mr.  Moulton  the  assurance  that  Mr.  Tilton  would  not  expose 
his  secret,  because  of  the  great  love  that  he  bore  his  family,  but  with  the 
fact  pressing  upon  his  mind,  with  his  anxiety  lest  at  any  moment  Mr.  Tilton 
might  break  out  and  expose  the  guilty  secret,  he  was  very  anxious  to  know 
what  was  the  condition  of  his  mind.  To  write  to  him  he  could  not;  the 
wound  that  he  had  given  was  too  deep.  He  must  seek  the  state  of  his  mind 
by  consulting  others,  and  he  had  chosen  Mr.  Moulton  as  his  mutual  friend ; 
to  him  he  had  confided,  and  to  him  he  must  go  to  ascertain  whether  he  stood 
upon  a  precipice  or  not.  And  so,  upon  the  7th  of  February,  Mr.  Moulton 
said  to  Mr.  Tilton,  '*  Mr.  Beecher  is  anxious  that  I  should  get  from  you  an 
expression  of  your  feelings  toward  him."  And  Mr.  Tilton  writes  a  letter  for 
Mr.  Beecher,  and  I  desire  to  call  your  attention  to  the  significance  of  that  letter 
in  this  place,  and  to  show  you  that  Mr.  Tilton  was  actuated  in  bearing  this 
wrong  and  this  suffering  by  the  undying  love  which  he  bore  his  children;  that 
it  was  that  that  restrained  him  from  inflicting  the  punishment  that  was  due 
to  his  destroyer  at  the  time;  for  their  sakes,  for  the  sake  of  the  innocent  who 
were  involved  in  this  matter,  not  only  his  own  family,  but  others,  yea,  the 
family  of  the  defendant,  he  forbore  to  strike;  and  when  appealed  to  by  Mr. 
Moulton  to  give  some  expression  of  his  feeling  towards  Mr.  Beecher,  in  order 
that  be  might  reassure  him  that  Mr.  Tilton  did  not  intend  to  expose  this 
secret,  that  he  did  not  intend  to  strike,  but  had  consented  to  spare,  he  wrote 
this  significant  letter,  a  portion  only  of  which  I  will  read : 

**  I  say,  therefore,  very  cheerfully,  that  notwithstanding  the  great  suffer- 
ing which  he  has  caused  to  Elizabeth  and  myself,  I  bear  him  no  malice,  shall 
do  him  no  wrong,  shall  discountenance  every  project  by  whomsoever  pro- 
posed for  any  exposure  of  his  secret  to  the  public.  I  ought  to  add  that  your 
own  good  ofiices  in  this  case  have  led  me  to  a  higher  moral  feeling  than  I 
might  otherwise  have  reached.     Yours,  &c." 

Mr,  EtarU, — That  is  to  Moulton  ? 

Mr,  Morris, — That  is  a  letter  to  Moulton  written  at  Mr.  Beecher's  request, 
and  shown  to  Mr.  Beecher  for  the  purpose  of  reassuring  him  that  Mr.  Tilton 
did  not  intend  to  expose  this  great  secret,  and  he  says  there  that  he  will  dis- 
countenance  any  project  by  whomsoever  made  for  the  exposure  of  the  secret 
—of  Mr.  Beecher's  great  secret — **  notwithstanding  the  great  wrong  that  he 
\tm  done  to  Elizabeth  and  myself.'*     Weil,  gentlemen,  on  the  same  day  the 
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defendant  writes  two  letters,  and  the  writing  is  as  plain  and  unmistakable  as 
the  writing  upon  the  wall.  There  is  no  mistake  about  what  the  party  is 
writing.  There  is  no  mistake  as  to  the  wrnng  of  which  he  speaks.  There  is 
no  mistake  as  to  the  crime  which  he  has  committed.  February  the  7th,  mark 
you,  now,  gentlemen,  while  Mr.  Tilton  had  forborne  to  strike,  while  he  had 
agreed  not  to  expr)8e  the  secret  of  Mr.  Beecher.  the  wrong  that  had  been  d<me 
his  family,  there  was  no  reconciliation  at  the  time.  There  was  no  forgiveness, 
as  is  apparent  in  Mr.  Beeclier's  letter.  Mr.  Tilton  hid  simply  forborn  •  to 
strike,  because  in  striking  he  must  necessarily  strike  his  own  family  and  b-iry 
them  in  the  common  ruin.     This  is  written  to  Mr.  Moulton: 

**  1  am  glad  to  send  you  a  book  which  you  will  relish,  or  which  a  man  on 
a  sick-bed  ought  to  relish.'* 

Mr.  Moulton  at  this  time  was  sick,  confined  to  his  house,  and  almost  daily 
Mr.  Beecher  visited  him  at  his  house,  sometimes  twice  a  day,  counseling  him 
with  reference  to  this  matter,  endeavoring  to  take  some  means,  adopt  meas- 
ures, that  would  secure  the  burying  of  this  secret  from  the  public. 

'*I  wish  I  had  more  like  it,  and  that  I  could  send  you  one  every  day,  not 
a^a  repayment  of  your  great  kindness  to  me,  for  that  can  never  be  repaid  — 
not  even  my  love,  which  I  give  you  freely.  My  trust  in  you  is  implicit.  You 
have  also  proved  yourself  Thetxlore's  friend  and  Elizabeth's.  Does  God  look 
down  from  heaven  on  three  unhappy  creatiires  that  more  need  a  friend  than 
these  ?  Is  it  not  an  intimatitm  of  God's  int^*nded  mercy  to  all,  that  each  one 
of  these  has  in  you  a  tried  and  proved  fnend  ?  But  only  in  you  are  we  three 
united.  W(mld  to  God,  who  orders  all  hearts,  tliat  by  your  kind  mediation, 
Theodore,  Elizabeth,  and  I  could  be  made  friends  again.  Theodore  will  have 
the  hardest  task  in  such  a  case  ;  but  has  he  not  proved  himself  capable  of  the 
noblest  things  ? " 

**  Theodore  will  have  the  hardest  task  in  that  case,  but  has  he  not  pn)ved 
himself  capable  of  the  noblest  things?"  Why  would  Theodore  have  the 
hardest  task  ?  Why  should  it  be  harder  for  him?  So  far  as  Mr.  Beecher 
and  Mrs.  Tilton  were  concerned,  there  was  no  difficulty.  Reconciliation  as 
between  them,  was  easy.  But  Theodore  would  have  the  hardest  task.  Why 
should  he  have  the  hardest  task  ?  Why,  because  it  was  against  him  and 
against  his  household  that  this  great  wrong  had  been  committed.  **  True,  he 
would  have  the  hardest  task  in  such  a  case,  but  has  he  not  proved  himself 
capable  of  the  noblest  things  ? "  What  noble  thing  had  Mr.  Tilton  done 
from  the  30th  of  December,  1870,  till  the  7th  of  February,  1871  ?  What 
'  noble  thing  had  he  done  that  should  call  out  this  encomium  upon  his  nobility? 
What  had  he  done  ?  Why,  he  had  done  a  noble  thing.  He  had  shown  him- 
self capable  of  the  noblest  things.  In  what  respect,  and  why,  and  how  ? 
Why,  because  knowing  of  the  crime  which  had  been  committed  against  him, 
knowing  the  desolation  which  had  been  brought  upon  his  household,  he 
forbore  to  strike  down  the  assassin  of  his  home  and  of  his  happiness.  Ah  !  he 
had  forborne  more  than  that,  gentlemen.  Not  only  had  he  forborne  to  strike 
down  the  assa-jsin  of  his  home  and  his  happiness,  but,  for  the  sake  of  his 
family,  for  the  sake  of  his  children,  he  liad  forborne  to  expose  the  man  to 
the  scorn  of   the  world.     I  hope  they  will  be  able  to  explain  what  this 
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laiiguage  meaos,  if  it  does  not  mean  what  I  have  attributed  to  it.  Certainly 
thus  far  no  explanation  has  been  vouchsafed,  because  it  was  all  a  muddle 
before  his  committee,  as  he  could  not  recall  the  precise  workings  of  his  mind. 
You,  gentlemen,  will  have  no  difficulty  in  recalling  the  precise  workings  of 
his  mind  when  he  wrote  this  letter,  and  when  he  wrote  these  words:  **He 
will  have  the  hardest  task  in  such  a  case.*^  Indeed  it  would  ba  a  hard  task. 
It  would  be  rather  too  much  to  expect  of  human  nature,  a  man  against  whom 
such  a  wrong  as  that  had  been  committed,  to  expect  friendship;  but  few  in 
the  world  have  been  able  to  rise  to  that  plane  of  divine  forgiveness,  and 
when  men  do  stay  the  hand  against  the  destroyer  of  a  home,  when  they  do 
forbear  to  strike  down  the  seducer  who  has  destroyed  that  home,  they  are 
held  up  to  ignominy  because  of  the  exercise  of  those  noble  attributes,  as  has 
been  done  in  this  case;  but,  thank  God,  we  are  in  a  tribunal  w^here  it  will  not 
be  available  anymore.  **  I  wonder  if  Elizabeth  knows  how  generously  he 
has  carried  himself  toward  me  ? "  In  what  had  this  generosity  consisted  ? 
I  will  explain  it  to  you.  When  he  speaks  of  the  generosity  with  which  he 
bad  carried  himself  towards  him,  he  refers  to  the  same  fticts  as  when  he  said: 
"Has  he  not  ^proved  himself  capable  of  the  noblest  things  ?''  Of  course  it 
means  that.  It  can  not  mean  anything  else,  because,  prior  to  the  30th  of  De- 
cember, 1870,  he  had  declared  him  to  be  bankrupt  in  character,  utterly  worth- 
leas,  it  was  no  noble  act  that  he  had  done  prior  to  that  of  which  he  speaks,  but 
it  was  generous,  forbearing  and  noble  acts  after  the  30th  of  December  and  prior  to 
the  7th  of  February,  1871 ;  and  I  ask  you,  again,  what  had  he  done  during  that 
Mme  save  to  stay  his  hand  and  not  to  ca.st  off  his  wife,  and  not  to  expose  the 
destroyer  of  his  home  to  the  scorn  and  to  the  just  punishment  that  would  follow 
such  an  exposure  on  the  part  of  a  virtuous  and  Christian  community  ?  This  man 
that  was  everything  that  was  bad  on  the  30th  of  December,  or  on  the  27th  of 
December,  all  at  once  is  transformed  into  a  perfect  man,  capable  of  the 
noblest  things,  generous  beyond  expression,  and  the  only  one  act  other  than 
these  that  I  have  indicated  that  he  did  during  that  period  was  to  charge  the 
defendant  to  his  face  with  having  seduced  his  wife,  and  brought  ruin  upon  his 
own  home.  And  for  this  charge  of  seduction  and  debauchery  of  the  wife, 
and  the  desolation  of  the  home,  called  a  perfect  man,  generous  beyond  expres- 
sion, capable  of  the  noblest  things.  Explain  it,  if  you  can,  upon  any  other 
theory  than  that  which  I  have  presented.  Explain  it  if  you  can.  If  to  falsely 
charge  a  man  with  the  most  diabolical  crime  known,  the  most  infamous  crime, 
and  that  man  a  minister  of  the  Gospel, — if  to  accuse  such  a  man,  I  say,  of  such 
a  crime  falsely,  is  to  transform  a  man  from  a  brute,  a  libertine,  and  a  bankrupt, 
into  a  perfect  man,  capable  of  the  noblest  things,  generous  beyond  expres- 
sion— if  such  an  act  is  capable  of  thus  transforming  a  man,  then  there  is  some 
sense  in  the  language,  upon  the  theory  of  the  defense ;  otherwise  not.  No, 
gentlemen,  "of  course  I  can  never  speak  to  her  again  without  his  permis- 
rioij."  Why  not  ?  Why  not  ?  Why  not  ?  Why,  because  at  some  time  or 
other,  at  some  indefinite  period  that  can  not  be  stated,  in  some  indefinite  way 
that  can  not  be  explained,  Mr.  Tilton  had  sent  word  to  him  that  he  should 
never  enter  the  house  again.     If  that  word  had  been  sent,  why  should  he 

never  enter  the  house  again  ?     What  had  occurred  between  these   parties, 
I.  -19 
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these  men  who  for  so  many  years  had  loved  and  admired  each  other,  the 
devoted  friends,  pastor  and  parishioner, — what,  I  say,  had  occurred  that  he 
should  forbid  him  ever  to  enter  the  house  again  ?  But  with  that  explanation, 
we  proceed  : 

*' Would  to  God  we  three  could  be  made  friends  again.  Theodore  woald 
have  the  hardest  task  in  such  a  case,  but  has  he  not  shown  himself  capable  of 
the  noblest  things  ?  Yet  he  has  forbidden  me  ever  to  enter  his  house  again, 
and  that  is  the  reason  I  can  not  go." 

One  word,  gentlemen,  explains  all  this  language ;  every  act  of  the  defend- 
ant for  the  four  years;  every  act  of  Mr.  Moulton  in  connection  with  this; 
every  act  of  all  the  parties  is  perfectly  explained,  and  all  harmonize,  by  just 
using  this  one  word — **  adultery."  Take  **  adultery  "  out,  and  there  is  not  as 
much  harmony  in  their  letters,  in  their  acts,  as  you  would  find  in  a  lunatic 
asylum. 

But  he  writes  another  letter  on  the  same  day  to  Mrs.  Tilton,  and  he  writes 
this  letter,  as  he  says,  by  the  permission  of  Mr.  Tilton,  and  he  requests  the 
return  of  this  letter  by  his  hands.  Now,  mark  you,  gentlemen,  he  writes  this 
letter  to  Mrs.  Tilton  by  permi8sir)n  of  her  husband,  and  he  requests  the  return 
of  it  by  his  hands;  that  is,  he  asks  permission  of  the  man  who  had  made  a 
false  accusation  against  him  to  write  to  his  wife,  and  then  wrote  such  a  letter, 
and  requests  its  retuni  by  the  man  who  had  thus  made  a  false  charge. 

'*  When  I  saw  you  last  I  did  not  expect  ever  to  see  you  again, — to  be  alive 
many  days.     God  was  kinder  to  me  than  were  my  own  thoughts." 

When  did  he  see  her  last  ?  When  had  he  seen  her  last  ?  On  the  night  of 
the  30th  of  December,  1870,  he  had  seen  her  upon  the  sick-bed ;  it  was  the 
night  that  this  terrible  charge  was  made  against  him.  The  fact  of  its  dis- 
covery had  been  for  the  first  time  communicated  to  him,  and  as  he  left  the 
house  where  it  was  communicated,  he  says,  **This  will  kill  mo,"  and  he  goes 
forth,  as  he  said,  amidst  the  storm.  Then  is  when  he  saw  her.  **  I  did  not 
expect  \o  sec  you  again,  or  be  alive  many  days.  God  was  kinder  to  me  than 
were  my  own  thoughts."  What  were  his  thoughts?  What  were  his  thoughts, 
and  why  did  he  never  expect  to  see  her  again  ?  What  were  his  thoughts  ? 
Why,  when  this  news,  the  fact  of  the  discovery  of  this  crime,  had  been  com- 
municated to  him,  it  came  upon  him  like  a  stroke  of  lightning.  Well  might 
he  exclaim  :  *'  I  was  thunderstruck;  it  came  upon  me  like  a  stroke  of  light- 
ning." He  saw  then  the  consequences  of  the  discovery  of  such  a  crime;  he 
saw  an  indignant  world  denouncing  the  seducer,  and  that  man  a  Christian 
minister,  and  he  didn*t  believe  he  could  endure  the  agony  such  a  discovery 
would  bring,  and  he  had  made  up  his  mind  to  end  his  sufferings  and  to  end 
his  misery,  by  taking  his  own  life.  Explain  it  upon  any  other  theory,  if  you 
can.     God  was  kinder  to  him  than  were  his  own  thoughts  : 

**The  friend  whom  God  sent  to  me,  Mr.  Moulton,  has  proved,  above  all 
friends  that  ever  I  had,  able  and  willing  to  help  me  in  this  terrible  emergency 
of  my  life.  His  hand  it  was  that  tied  up  the  storm  that  was  ready  to  burst 
upon  our  heads;" — his  hand  it  was  that  tied  up  the  storm  that  was  ready 
to  burst  on  our  heads,  on  my  head,  and  on  the  head  of  my  victim. 

He  had  tied  up  the  storm.     How  had  he  tied  up  the  storm  ?     Why,  he 
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had  appealed  to  Mr.  Tilton,  in  consequence  and  for  the  sake  of  his  family, 
for  hie  children,  and  for  the  thousands  that  would  be  affected  by  such  an  ex- 
posure; he  had  induced  him  to  forbear  and  not  to  expose  this  secret.     That 
was  the  way  the  storm  had  been  tied  up  by  the  hands  of  Moulton,  whom  he 
says  God  had  sent  to  him  in  this  terrible  emergency  of  his  life.     Explain  it 
by  any  other  hypothesis  if  you  can.     But  if  this  theory  be  true,  just  at  that 
particular  time,  it  was  an  emergency  in  Mr.  Tilton'a  life,  and  not  in  the  de- 
fendant's.    He  had  lost  his  place.     All  that  Mr.  Beecher  had  done  was  to 
give  a  little  advice.      What  was  the  emergency  in  his  life  that  was  so  terrific 
that  he  contemplated  self-destruction,  and  would,  but  forMoulton's  interpo- 
sition, whom  God  had  sent  in  this  terrible  emergency  of  his  life  ?  and  you 
will  see  in  every  letter,  and  in  every  act,  during  the  entire  four  years  of  con- 
c(*alment,  of  planning  and  of  plotting;  every  successful  movement  that  has 
been  made  to  keep  from  the  public  the  truth,  is  attributed  to  God,  and  every 
rtep  that  looks  like  an  exposure,  or  tends  to  expose  the  truth  to  the  world,  is 
attributed  to  the  de^al.     '*He"  (Moulton)  **  will  be  a  true  friend  to  your 
honor.     Will  you  return  it  to  me  by  his  hands  ?    I  am  very  earnest  in  this 
wish,   for  all  our  sakes,  as  such  a  letter  ought  not  to  be  subject  to  even  a 
chance  of  miscarriage."    What  does  the  letter  refer  to?     What  is  he  talking 
about  in  this  letter  that  makes  it  so  important  to  ^^all  of  us''  that  its  con- 
tents   should     not    be     subject    to    the    chance    of    miscarriage — that    it 
should     not    come    to     the     puMic  ?    What     are     they     talking    about  ? 
What    is    the    defendant    talking    about    in    this    letter    that    makes    it 
of    such     paramount     importance    that    this    statement    should     be    re- 
turned to  him,  and  by  the  hand  of  Mr.  Tilton,  so  that  there  should  be  no 
possibility  of  its  falling  into  other  hands  and  its  contents  becoming  known  ? 
What  is  he  talking  about  ?    What  does  he  refer  to  ?     What  crime   has  it 
retert»nce  to  ?     Some  terrible  thing — something  so  terrible  that  it  induced  him 
to  contemplate  the  taking  of  his  own  life  until  God  sent  him  Moulton,  who 
tied  up  the  storm  that  was  about  to  burst  on  the  heads  of  the  seducer  and  the 
seduced.      In  this  same  letter  he  says,  **You  have  no   friend,   Theodore 
excepted,  who  can  so  serve  you  as  Moulton."     Why  should  he  thus  speak  of 
Theodore  ?     **No  friend  except  Theodore."    Theodore  is  your  best  friend — 
the  best  friend  you  have  in  the  world ;    and  yet,  but  a  short  time  before  that 
the  story  of  Theodore's  treatment  of  his  wife,  as  related  by  Bessie  Turner, 
shocked  him ;  and  as  related  by  the  wife  herself,  seemed  to  Idm  like  a  night- 
mare dream.     Were  there  ever  such  changes,  such  transposition  of  opinion, 
with  reference  to  mortal  man,  as  this  case  exhibits  in  the  defendant  toward 
the  plaintiff?    And  all  because  on  the  30th  of  December,  1870,  the  plaintiff 
bad  falsely  accused  the  defendant  of  one  of  the  most  damnable  crimes  to  be 
charged  against  a  person  I     **  He  will  be  a  true  friend  to  her  honor."     Her 
honor  was  involved,  and  the  fact  that  involved  her  honor  was  known  to 
Honlton.     This  letter  indicates  that  fact,  that  Moulton,  at  that  time,  knew 
all  about  it.     He  knew  that  be  did.    He  is  writing  to  her,  giving  her  courage, 
—'*  Moulton  will  be  a  true  friend  to  her  honor."     Her  honor  was  involved, 
and  Mr.  Moulton  had  charge  of  the  secret,  the  exposure  of  which  would 
destroy  her  honor.    How  had  her  honor  been  involved  i     Who  had  involved 
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it  ?  **The  past  is  ended,  but  is  there  no  wiser,  higher,  holier  future  ?  May 
not  Moulton  be  the  priest  in  the  sanctuary  of  reconciliation  ?  "  What  does 
all  this  mean,  genthMiien  ?  Tell  me  what  it  means.  Take  those  letters,  with- 
out knowing  anything  of  the  case,  or  without  knowing  anything  of  the 
parties,  each  letter  without  signature  or  date,  and  what  would  you  say  the 
parties  were  talking  about  ?  Why,  the  one  sin  of  adultery,  not  to  be  named 
in  their  correspondence,  except  in  the  manner  in  which  it  is  named,  and  it  is 
named,  to  common  intelligence,  as  plain  as  though  ''adultery  "  ran  through 
every  letter  and  was  incorjiorated  in  every  sentence  of  this  correspondence  for 
three  or  four  years. 

Now,  I  will  call  your  attention  to  a  circumstance,  as  throwing  light  upon 
this  transaction  that  occurred  at  this  period,  during  this  month,  that  sets  at 
rest  forever  the  fact  that  Mr.  Moulton  had  in  charge  facts  and  secrets  relating 
to  the  defendant's  moral  character,  that  Moulton  was  intrusted  by  him  with 
the  management  of  these  facts,  and  that  they  related  to  his  moral  delinquency. 
On  the  18th  of  February,  1871,  Mr.  Dana  sent  a  note  to  Mr.  Bonner,  including 
a  printed  slip,  referring  to  these  delinquencies,  threatening  its  publication, 
and  Mr.  Bonner  immediately  transmits  them  to  Mr.  Beecher.  with  a  letter 
marked  ''strictly  confidential,"  and  they  are  taken  immediately  to  Moulton, 
this  letter  of  Mr.  Bonner,  a»^>d  the  note  of  Mr.  Dana,  and  the  slip,  although 
marked  ''strictly  confidential,"  and  its  return  requested,  they  are  taken  to 
Mr.  Moulton  and  put  in  his  hands  to  manage  the  case.  And  Mr.  Beecher 
takes  Mr.  Moulton  over  and  introduces  him  to  Mr.  Bonner,  retiring  and 
leaving  Mr.  Moulton  there  to  explain  this  matter,  and  on  that  occasion  3Ir. 
Moulton  succeeded  again  in  throwing  off,  to  a  certain  extent,  the  suspicion, 
by  denying  the  truth  of  the  charge,  and  for  that  is  he  to  be  condemned  ?  It 
met  Mr.  Bcecher's  approval  then,  and  called  down  upon  Moulton's  head  his 
blessings  for  four  years,  Sundays  and  weekdays,  and  on  this  occasion  it  suc- 
ceeded again.  Shall  he  be  condemned  because  he  denied  the  truth  ?  Or  shall 
you  disbelieve  him  because  he  denied  the  truth  ?  Oh  1  no.  When  Mr. 
Moulton  was  denying  the  truth  of  these  charges,  he  was  then  a  messenger 
sent  from  God.  When  he  tells,  under  the  solemnity  of  his  obligation,  the 
truth,  he  is  a  vicegerent  of  hell. 

Well,  gentlemen,  I  come  now  to  consider  another  period  in  this  case,  run- 
ning from  February  7th  to  the  2nd  of  April,  1872.  As  a  part  of  this  arrange- 
ment to  keep  the  secret  from  the  public,  it  had  been  agreed  that  neither  Mr. 
Beecher  should  write  to  Mrs.  Tilton,  nor  she  to  him,  without  the  knowledge 
of  Mr.  Moulton ;  that  they  should  have  no  communication  with  each  other 
without  his  permission,  and  you  will  see  by  the  letter  of  February  7th,  Mr. 
Beecher  says  that  it  is  written  by  permission,  and  that  he  can  never  speak  to 
her  again  without  Theodore's  permission,  and,  therefore,  it  becomes  import- 
ant to  ascertain  what  relations  these  parties  assume  to  each  other  after  that 
period.  The  matter  seemed  to  have  been  reasonably  settled.  Theodore  had 
written  this  letter  of  February  7th.  Mr.  Beecher  had  written  to  Moulton, 
and  he  had  written  to  Mrs.  Tilton,  and  there  seemed  to  be  a  prospect  that  this 
secret  would  forever  be  buried,  and  it  inspired  a  feeling  of  security  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  and,  as  a  consequence  of  that,  a  clandestii^e  correspond- 
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ence  ensued  between  him  and  the  woman  whom  he  had  debauched,  and  the 
fint  letter  upon  that  subject  was  written  to  him  March  8th,  in  which  she  says: 
*"•  lAy  dear  Friend :  Does  your  heart  bound  towards  all  as  it  used  ?  So  does 
mine.*'  I  will  not  stop  to  read  the  wliole  of  these  letters.  I  will  only  call 
your  attention  to  the  ideas  contained  in  them.  Mr.  Beccher  replies,  and  I 
will  read  but  a  sentence  or  two  of  this  letter: 

**  If  it  would  be  a  comfort  to  you  now  and  then  to  send  me  a  letter  of  true 
inwardness,  the  outcoming  of  your  inner  life,  it  would  be  safe,  for  I  am  now 
at  home  with  my  sister,  and  it  is  permitted  to  you.'' 

Bear  in  mind,  gentlemen,  that  when  this  letter  was  written,  this  is  the  first 
communication,  so  far  as  we  know,  that  Mr.  Beecher  has  with  Mrs.  Tilton 
after  the  letter  of  February  7th,  which  was  written  for  Mr.  Tilton  to  see,  but 
the  first  private  letter  he  writes  her,  or  correspondence  between  him  and  Mrs. 
Tilton,  and  this,  bear  in  mind,  is  long  after  Mrs.  Tilton  has  written  her  con- 
fession, after  she  wrote  her  retraction,  and  after  she  had  written  the  letter  and 
it  had  been  known  to  Mr.  Beecher,  in  which  she  speaks  of  a  letter  he  obtained 
as  having  been  obtained  by  his  dictation.  Not  a  word.  She  had  falsely  accused 
him  of  this  infamous  crime.  She  had  retracted  and  re-retracted,  taken  back 
and  re-asserted,  and  the  first  communication  that  they  have  upon  the  subject 
there  is  no  aUusion  made  to  all  this  that  has  passed.  Xo  reference  to  it  what- 
ever on  either  side.  Think  of  it,  gentlemen,  think  of  it.  A  woman  accuses 
you  falsely,  makes  a  false  charge  against  you,  makes  a  false  confession  to  her 
husband,  reiterates  that,  and  you  write  her  a  letter  requesting  her  to  communi- 
cate with  you,  giving  the  reasons  why  it  will  be  safe  for  her  to  do  it,  and  in 
this  first  correspondence  there  is  no  allusion  made  to  what  has  transpired ; 
there  is  no  reference  made  to  it;  there  is  no  explanation  asked  from  the  lady 
why  she  had  made  such  a  charge,  how  she  could  have  made  such  a  charge, 
knowing  it  to  be  false;  how  she  could  make  such  a  charge,  and  then,  having 
retracted,  how  she  could  reiterate  it  again,  and  make  the  additional  false 
charge  that  he  had  extorted  the  retraction  from  her.  Not  a  word,  no  reply ; 
but  just  such  correspondence  as  you  would  expect  between  a  married  man  and  a 
married  woman  not  his  wife,  if  improper  relations  existed  between  them. 
Bad  enough  for  any  married  man  to  write  such  a  letter  as  that  to  a  married 
woman  not  his  wife,  under  any  circumstances.  Bad  enough ;  but  think  of  a 
minister  of  the  Gospel  holding  such  correspondence,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  letter,  and  no  allusion  whatever  made  to  the  fact  as  to  what 
had  transpired  prior  to  this  I  If  it  is  in  the  power  of  man  to  explain  it,  con- 
dstent  with  innocence,  I  should  be  glad  to  hear  the  explanation.  I  want  to 
hear  that  explanation.  If  it  is  in  the  power  of  man  to  explain  it,  consistent 
with  innocence,  I  want  to  hear  it;  you  want  to  hear  it.  I  aver  that  it 
is  not.  But,  gentlemen,  if  there  could  be  any  possibility  of  misapprehend- 
ing the  meaning  of  this  correspondence,  there  was  a  little  note  accompanying 
this,  which  ^  think  leaves  no  doubt  upon  the  subject: 

"My  Dsab  Mbs.  Tilton:    If  I  don't  see  you  to-morrow  night,  I  will 
next  Friday.     I  will  be  gone  all  the  forepart  of  next  week. 

Truly  yours,  H  W.  B." 

Why,  I  ask,  if  there  was  no  improper  relation  between  these  parties  does 
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he  take  the  pains  to  inform  her  that  she  might  write  him  now,  because  it  is 
safe ;  and  it  is  safe  because  he  is  home  alone  with  his  sister  ?  Why  was  it 
not  safe,  if  he  expected  a  proper  correspondence  with  a  Christian  woman,  one 
of  his  own  parishioners?  Why  does  he  take  the  trouble  to  inform  her  that  it 
is  safe  to  do  it  tlien,  because  then  he  is  home  tliere  with  his  sister  !  And 
after  the  scenes  of  the  few  months  prior,  after  the  agony  that  he  had  gone 
through  on  the  80th  of  December,  when  he  says,  in  his  letter  of  February  7th 
he  never  expected  to  see  her  again,  or  be  alive  many  days,  that  he  could 
never  speak  with  her  again  without  her  husband^s  permission,  and  he  didn't 
know  then  whether  it  would  be  prudent  or  proper,  without  the  knowledge  of 
that  husband,  and  without  the  knowledge  of  the  man  whom  God  had  sent 
him,  and  to  whom  he  had  trusted  the  secret — he  writes  such  a  letter  to  a 
woman  who  had  accused  him  with  having  had  improper  relations  with  her, 
and  then,  in  such  a  letter,  putting  in  a  slip  making  an  appointment  for  a 
meeting.  Gentlemen,  we  expect  in  this  case  to  be  judged  by  the  same  rules 
that  you  judge  other  men  by.  We  expect  in  this  case  that  you  will  judge 
the  defendant  by  the  same  rules  that  you  yourselves  would  be  judged 
by,  the  same  rules  that  you  would  judge  other  men  by.  We  do  not  expect 
that  in  this  case  you  will  say  that  because  he  is  a  great  man,  because 
he  has  a  great  name,  and  that  his  fame  extends  thoughout  the  land,  that 
you  will  withdraw  him  in  considering  this  case  from  the  ordinary  rules  that 
you  would  apply  to  other  men.  Why,  if  any  one  of  you  should  be  caught  in 
such  a  correspondence  as  that  with  another  man's  wife,  upon  that  alone, 
without  anything  else,  you  would  be  pronounced  an  adulterer.  That  would 
be  the  judgment  of  your  fellow-man,  and  it  would  be  a  righteous  judg- 
ment. Mark  you,  gentlemen,  this  letter,  too,  is  written  by  the  man  who 
says  on  the  1st  of  January,  1871,  that  he  so  blamed  himself  because  he 
believed  that  his  counsels  had  tended  to  produce  social  unhapjnness,  because 
he  had  been  the  cause  of  all  the  ruin  and  all  the  desolation  that  had  over- 
taken Tilton.  He  was  then  in  paroxysms  of  grief  from  the  ruin  that  he 
believed  himself,  though  unconsciously,  he  says,  to  have  been  the  cause  of — a 
home  w<*ll-nigh  ruined  and  desolated  by  his  confessed  acts;  and  yet,  writing 
to  that  woman,  the  mother,  the  head  of  that  home,  such  a  letter  as  that, 
without  asking  any  explanation,  without  giving  any  explanation,  without  so 
much  as  making  allusion  to  all  this  that  had  preceded,  that  had  so  frenzied 
him,  that  had  driven  him  almost  mad,  in  fear  of  losing  his  min<l — such  a 
letter  as  that  under  such  circumstances,  as  though  nothing  had  ever  occurred 
between  them,  on  the  contrary,  she  saying,  "  Does  your  heart  bound  towards 
all  as  it  used  ?  So  does  mine."  He  replying,  *'If  you  want  to  write,  it  is 
safe  now ;  you  can  do  it.  I  am  alone  here  with  my  sister,  and  it  is  permitted 
to  you  to  do  it.  If  I  do  not  see  you  to-morrow  night,  I  will  on  Friday ;  I  aoi 
going  away  and  can  not  be  there  before."  If  that  was  you,  gentlemen,  any 
man  on  that  jury,  what  do  you  think  would  be  said  of  you  by  your  neigh- 
bors ?  The  knowledge  of  this  fact  alone,  stripped  of  every  other  considen- 
tion,  stripped  of  every  other  fact,  what  would  be  the  judgment  of  mankind 
upon  such  acts  ?  Well,  gentlemen,  the  very  circumstance  and  tact  that  ihere 
was  this  clandestine  correspondence,  under  the  circumstances,   is  strong  Kvi- 
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dence  that  there  had  been  an  improper  intimacy  between  these  parties, 
because  if  there  had  been  no  improper  intimacy  between  these  parties — with 
a  knowledge  on  his  part,  as  he  says,  that  bis  counsel,  his  presence,  had 
tended  to  produce  this  sorrow  and  this  grief  in  the  family,  he  would  have 
been  very  careful  before  he  would  have  renewed  that  intimacy.  Certainly. 
Why,  he  had  been  forbidden,  you  recollect,  ever  to  enter  the  house  again; 
had  been  forbidden  ever  to  speak  to  her  again;  ani  could  not  speak  to  her, 
and  could  not  come  to  the  house,  and  yet  he  says  he  will  be  there.  He  writes 
to  her  and  renews  this  intimacy  clandestinely,  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
liusband,  without  the  knowledge  of  the  man  to  whom  this  sccrft  had  been 
confided.  But  that  is  not  all;  she  writes  another  letter  to  hitn.  in  which  she 
undertakes  to  frame  excuses  for  having  confessed,  for  having  communicated 
the  fact  to  her  husband.     The  date  of  this  is  May  3d,  1871. 

Mr,  EtarU, — What  is  this  other  one,  Mr.  Morris  ? 

Mr.  ifc^rrw.— March  8th,  1871. 

Mr.  Shfannaa,  — ^There  is  no  date  to  that. 

Mr.  MorrU. — No;  but  it  is  dated  by  other  circumstances.  We  will  show 
the  date  to  be  as  given. 

Mr,  Evartt. — But  there  is  no  date  on  it. 

Mr.  Morris, — Of  course,  there  is  no  date  on  it ;  but  we  say  it  is  March 
tth,  1871.  y 

Mr.  Ecart4. — ^This  one  that  you  arc  now  going  to  read  is  May  3rd,  1871  ? 

Mr.  iforrw.— May  8rd,  1871.  That  is  the  letter  from  Mrs.  Tilton.  The 
letter  from  Mr.  Beecher  was  later.  I  bring  it  in  in  this  connection,  because  it 
is  apon  the  same  subject.  It  is  dated  January  20th,  1872,  and  I  will  read 
but  a  small  portion  of  this. 

Mr.  Beach. — Are  you  going  to  read  the  letter  of  May  3rd,  1871  ?  You 
have  read  March  8th,  but  May  8rd  you  alluded  to. 

Mr.  Morris. — I  read  portions  of  that  only. 

Mr.  Betuh. — You  have  not  read  May  3rd. 

Mr.  MorrU, — Oh,  no  [reading]:  **My  future,  either  for  life  or  death, 
would  be  happier  could  I  but  feel  that  you  forgave,  while  you  forget 
me.  In  all  the  sad  complications  of  the  past  year  my  endeavor  was  to 
entirely  keep  from  you  all  suffering ;  to  bear,  myself  alone,  leaving  you  for- 
ever Ignorant  of  it.  My  weapons  were  love,  a  larger,  untiring  generosity  and 
nest-hiding.     Tliat  I  failed  utterly  we  both  know,  but  now  I  ask  forgiveness.'' 

As  I  say,  gentlemen,  the  letter  refers,  as  we  claim — and  it  will,  I  think, 
he  made  manife^tt — ^to  the  fact  that  she  had  confessed  this  crime  to  her  hus- 
band, and  that  she  now  asks  his  forgiveness  for  having  made  that  confession 
to  her  husband.  In  his  letter  of  Januar}',  1872,  the  latter  clause  reads  as 
follows.     I  will  not  take  up  your  time  by  reading  the  whole  of  the  letter: 

*'  I  shall  be  in  New  Haven  next  week,  to  begin  my  course  of  lectures  to 
the  theological  classes  on  preaching.  My  wife  takes  boat  for  Havana  and 
Florida  on  Thursday.     I  called  on  Monday,  but  you  were  out.'' 

Theee  clandestine  letters  were  discovered  after  Mrs.  Tilton  deserted  her 
home  on  the  11th  of  July  last,  and  that  was  the  first  knowledge  the  plaintiff 
had  that  there  had  been  any  communication  between  the  defendant  and  liLs 
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wife.  I  have  already,  gentlemen,  called  your  attention  to  the  character  of 
these  letters,  and  sufficiently  indicated  their  meaning.  But  I  will  pass  on 
to  some  other  topics.  I  have  been  speaking,  gentlenaen,  of  the  facts  embraced 
(with  the  exception  of  the  one  letter  to  which  I  have  just  called  your  atten- 
tion), within  the  period  between  February  7th  and  April  2d,  1872.  The 
next  letter  in  the  order  of  these  events  is  written  by  Mrs.  Morse  to  Mr. 
Beecher,  and  by  him  delivered  to  Mr.  Moulton,  as  the  custodian  of  his  secret, 
and  I  will  call  your  attention  to  a  paragraph  of  it  as  being  to  my  mind  very 
significant.     She  commences  : 

**  My  Dear  Son  " 

Mr.   Shearman. — Is  that  January,  1871  ? 

Mr.  Morrift. — No;  this  is  October  the  21st,  the  year  not  given. 

Mr.  Shearman.—ISll  ? 

Mr.  Morris. — 1871.     It  commences: 

**My  Dear  Son: — Do  come  and  see  me;  I  will  promise  that  the  secret  of 
her  life,  as  she  calls  it,  shall  not  be  mentioned.  I  know  it  is  hard  to  bring  it 
up  as  you  must  have  suffered  intensely,  and  we  will,  I  fear,  till  released  by 
death.  .  .  .  Do  you  know,  I  think  it  strange  you  should  ask  me  to-call 
you*  son.'  When  I  told  darling  I  felt,  if  you  could  in  safety  to  yourself 
and  all  concerned,  you  would,  be  to  me  all  that  endearing  name.  Am  I 
mistaken  ? — Mother.'' 

*'  The  secret  of  her  life  "  shall  not  be  mentioned  if  you  will  call  to  see  me. 
Come  and  see  me,  and  the  secret  of  her  life  which  has  caused  you,  and  all  of 
us,  and  will  until  released  by  death,  such  intense  sorrow  and  pain,  shall  not 
be  mentioned.  I  will  not  bring  that  up;  I  will  not  harrow  your  feelings  by 
alluding  to  that,  so  that  you  need  have  no  apprehension  upon  that  score;  I 
will  not  allude  to  the  *' secret  of  her  life."  What  arc  these  people  talking 
about  ?  What  does  this  mean,  Mrs.  Morse's  writing  to  Mr.  Beecher  such  a 
letter  in  such  language  as  that  ?  What  is  this  secret  of  her  life  that  is 
tormenting  them,  and  will,  until  released  by  death  ?  He  knows  about  it; 
she  assumes  the  fact  that  he  knows  all  about  it,  she  assumes  the  fact  that  he 
knowd  that  she  knows  all  about  it,  and  they  talk  about  it  as  a  matter  well 
understood  among  them  and  between  them.  **  The  secret  of  her  life  shall 
aot  be  mentioned;  "  '*  I  know  you  must  have  suffered  intensely  by  it,  and  we 
all  shall  hereafter  until  released  by  death."  What  are  they  talking  about, 
gentlemen  ?  Wliat  is  this  secret  of  her  life  that  is  giving  them  so  much  pain 
and  so  much  anguish,  a  subject  that  is  not  to  be  talked  about  among  them, 
which  must  be  buried,  which  is  too  piercing,  too  sharp-pointed,  to  be  talked 
about  ?     Leave  it  alone  I     Bury  it  up  ! 

Gentlemen,  in  any  ordinary  case,  where  parties  are  judged  by  the  ordinary 
rules  of  evidence,  in  any  case  that  you  might  be  called  upon  to  try  between 
people  of  less  distinction,  with  one-half  the  evidence  that  I  have  detailedjto 
you,  you  would  not  hesitate  for  a  moment  in  putting  the  seal  of  your  condem- 
nation upon  the  destroyer.  But  we  dare  not  stop  even  here.  It  would  seen 
as  though  the  case  was  proven  over  and  over  again  by  the  confession  of  the 
defendant,  by  the  confessions  of  his  victim,  by  the  knowledge  communicated 
by  her  mother,  by  these  letters,  which  are  plain,  clear,  and  unmistak:ible 
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Tel,  I  say,  we  dare  not  stop,  even  here,  and  I  propose,  from  this  period 
onward,  to  present  to  you  evidence  still  more  conclusive  than  any  that  has 
preceded  it;  evidence  so  clear,  so  conclusive,  so  convincicg,  that  you  will  not 
hesitate  for  a  single  moment  to  give  us  th-it  justice  which  we  claim  at  your 
hands.  We  come  here  from  a  blighted  and  a  desolate  home.  The  children 
of  my  client  are  scattered  in  different  parts.  He  will  return  to-night  to  as 
cold,  as  cheerless,  and  as  desolate  a  liome  as  there  is  in  the  land.  And  from 
that  home  he  will  come,  in  the  morning,  to  meet  you,  fathers,  and  brothers, 
and  husbands ;  you  coming  from  your  happy  homes,  he  from  his  desolate  one. 
Until  then  I  will  close  my  remarks. 


SIXTH  DAY,  JANUARY  12,  1875. 

If  the  court  please — Gentlemen  of  the  jury :  You  observed,  must  have  ob- 
served, yesterday,  thai  I  ,was  laboring  under  a  very  severe  indisposition, 
which,  I  regret  to  say,  I  am  this  morning;  and  in  my  hurry  to  get  through 
with  my  part  of  the  labor  in  this  case  I  omitted  some  points  to  which  I  should 
havfe  called  your  attention,  and  I  will  brietly  call  your  attention  to  some  of 
those  points  now,  before  pursuing  the  discussion,  at  the  point  I  left  off  at  the 
close,  yesterday.  I  called  your  attention  to  the  interview  had  on  the  30th  of 
December,  1870,  between  3Ir.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher  at  Mr.  Moulton*s  house, 
when  Mr.  Tilton  accused  Mr.  Beecther  of  adultery.  I  omitted  to  call  your  at- 
tentitm  to  the  fact  as  to  how  that  interview  wtt.<*  bronglit  about.  On  the  26th 
of  December  Mr.  Tilton  wrote  a  letter  to  Mr.  Bei*cher,  at  the  suggestion  of 
Mr.  Bowen,  demanding,  for  reasons  which  he  explicitly  knew,  his  retirement 
from  the  pulpit.  Prior  to  this,  Mr.  Tilton  and  his  wife  had  agreed  that  the 
secret  should  be  buried ;  they  had  agreed  for  the  sake  of  their  family,  for  the 
sake  of  their  children,  that  it  should  not  be  exposed,  and  she,  fearing  that 
this  action  on  his  part,  although  in  the  interest  of  another,  might  lead  to 
complications  and  to  disclosures  that  would  involve  her  own  secret,  at  her 
own  solicitation  this  interview  was  sought,  and  it  was  a  friendly  interview. 
Its  purposes  were  not  to  expose  the  secret  or  the  crime  which  Mr.  Beecher  had 
committed,  but,  on  the  contrary,  to  put  him  upon  his  guard  as  against  an- 
other man  fn)m  whom  he  feared  certain  stories  that  were  afloat;  and  it  was 
inconsequence  of  this  understanding  and  this  arrangement  that  this  inter- 
view was  had:  and  the  letter  which  Mrs.  Tilton  wrote  the  same  night,  the 
80th  of  December,  1870,  shows  that  it  had  bscn  understood  and  agreed  between 
ber  and  her  husband  that  this  secret  should  not  be  made  known.  And  it  was 
with  this  letter  in  his  possession,  and  the  letter  written  the  ni*xt  morning  by 
Mrs.  Tilton,  that  Mr.  Moulton  had  his  interview  with  Mr.  Beecher  on  the 
night  of  the  3l8t  of  December,  1870,  and  the  closing  line  of  this  letter  is, 
*' You  and  I  both  are  pledged  to  do  our  best  to  avohl  publicity."  So  that  y(m 
will  perceive  that  this  interview  and  the  statement  of  these  facts  to  Mr.  Beecher 
was  not  for  the  purpose  of  exposing,  but  to  carry  out  the  pledge  that  he  had 
made  to  his  wife,  that  these  secrets  should  not  be  exposed,  and  so  to  put  him 
on  his  guard  against  another,  that  that  purj)ose  might  be  attained.  I  called 
yoor  attention  briefly  from  that  point  to  the  leading  facts  and  features  in  this 
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case,  and  I  will  not  trouble  you  now  by  recapitulating  thoj>e  facts,  except  to 
call  your  attention  to  one  fact  which  I  omitted  to  mention,  and  that  is,  that 
the  letter  to  which  I  adverted  yesterday,  containing  a  clear,  explicit,  and  un- 
equivocal confession  of  guilt  on  the  part  of  Mrs.  Tilton,  was  written  when  her 
husband  was  some  five  or  six  hundred  miles  away  from  her. 

During  the  period  of  which  I  was  speaking  at  the  adjournment  of  the 
court,  to  wit,  in  1871,  trouble  began  to  brew  in  another  quarter.  Inquiries 
began  to  be  made  by  certain  members  of  Plymouth  Church.  Some  were 
suggesting  that  action  should  be  taken  with  a  view  of  dropping  Mr.  Tilton's 
name  from  the  record ;  and  in  the  Fall  of  1871  there  was  a  meeting  held  by 
the  Examining  Committee  for  the  purpose  of  considering  the  propriety  of 
dropping  his  name  from  the  roll  cf  membership  of  Plymouth  Church.  Mr. 
Beecher,  at  his  request,  was  appointed  at  that  time  a  Committee  to  wait  upon 
Mr.  Tilton,  and,  as  he  said,  to  remonstrate  with  him,  and  induce  his  return 
again  to  the  church,  into  which  he  had  not  entered  since  the  3rd  of  July,  1870. 
Til  at  was  the  proper  course  to  have  been  taken  by  the  Committee  and  by  Mr. 
Beecher,  if  the  object  had  been,  as  then  stated,  to  remonstrate  with  Mr.  Til- 
ton and  induce  his  return  again  to  the  church ;  but  I  shall  be  able  to  show 
you.  I  think,  to  your  satisfaction,  that  there  was  another  purpose,  another 
object,  another  point  to  be  gained  by  this  action,  and  that  was  the  conceal- 
ment of  the  crime  that  we  charge  against  Mr.  Beecher.  Tnie,  as  it  is  said, 
if  a  brother  has  gone  astray,  you  should  remonstrate  with  him  :  **lf  thy 
brother  shall  trespass  against  thee,  go  and  tell  him  his  fault  between  thee 
and  him  alone.  If  he  shall  hear  thee,  thou  hast  gained  thy  brother,  but  if 
he  will  not  hear  thee,  then  take  with  thee  one  or  two  more,  that  in  the  mouth 
of  two  or  three  witnesses  every  word  may  be  established."  In  this  case  there 
were  not  two  or  three  more  taken.  The  defendant  knew  when  he  was  op- 
pointed  on  that  Committee  to  remonstrate,  as  he  said,  with  Mr.  Tilton,  with 
a  view  of  inducing  his  return  into  the  church,  he  knew  that  it  was  as  impos- 
sible to  have  him  return  to  that  church  as  it  is  to  move  the  mountain.  He 
knew  that  that  man  had  received  such  a  wound  in  his  heart,  and  at  his  band, 
that  he  never  again  could  sit  and  hear  the  man  who  hud  thus  inflicted  this 
wound,  explain  the  law  as  it  was  thundered  from  Mount  Sinai,  or  the  teach- 
ings* of  tlie  Master  from  the  Mount.  Action  was  delayed  for  a  considerable 
time.  Members  were  anxious  to  have  a  report  of  this  Committee  who  was  to 
remonstrate  with  the  erring  brother,  and  during  the  interval,  instead  of  try- 
ing to  induce  him  to  return  again  to  the  church,  what  does  he  do  ?  He  ap- 
peals to  his  friend  Mr.  Moulton  to  induce  him  to  leave  the  church,  to  resign 
his  membership  from  the  church,  and  he  writes  Mr.  Moulton  a  letter,  appeal- 
ing to  him  to  use  his  offices  to  induce  Mr.  Tilton  to  resign  from  the  church  : 

**  There  are  two  or  three  who  feel  anxious  to  press  action  on  the  case.  It 
will  only  serve  to  raise  pipfitless  excitement  when  we  need  to  have  quieting. 
There  are  already  complexities  enough.  We  do  not  want  to  run  the  risk  of 
the  complications  which  in  such  a  body  no  man  can  foresee  and  no  one  control.'^ 

What  were  the  complications  of  this  case  that  could  not  be  sui^mitted  to 
an  investigation  of  the  Committee  of  his  own  church,  whose  duty  it  was  to 
investigate  just  such  matters  ? 
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Mr.  fl^flM.— What  is  the  date  of  that  letter  ? 

Mr,  Morris, — December  3rd,  .1871. 

*'  Since  the  connection  is  really  formal,  and  not  vital  or  sympathetic,  why 
should  it  continue,  with  all  the  risk  of  provoking  irritating  measures? 
Every  day's  reflection  satisfies  me  that  this  is  the  course  of  wisdom,  and  that 
T.  will  be  the  stronger,  and  B.  the  weaker,  for  it." 

That  is,  Bowen  the  weaker  for  it. 

'*  You  said  that  you  meant  to  effect  it.  Can't  it  be  done  promptly  ?  If 
1  letter  is  written  it  had  better  be  very  short,  simply  announcing  with- 
IrawaU  and  perhaps  with  an  expression  of  kind  wishes,  &c." 

Do  facts  like  these  need  any  comment  ?  The  defendant,  the  pastor  of  his 
church,  securing  himself  to  be  appointed  as  the  sole  Committee  for  the 
avowed  purpose  of  inducing  Mr.  Tilton's  return  to  the  church,  and  at  the 
same  time,  while  delaying  the  report,  planning,  plotting,  devising  means  to 
have  him  withdraw  from  the  church.  But  finally  a  report  is  made;  that  ho 
had  seen  Theodore,  and  that  he  had  had  great  troubles,  pecuniary  and  other- 
wise, and  it  would  be  better  for  the  Committee  not  to  take  further  action  at 
that  time;  and  the  advice  was  taken,  and  once  more  they  have  succeeded  in 
staving  off,  preventing  an  investigation  that  would  reveal  the  trutli.  The 
reason  of  this  action  on  the  part  of  the  church  was  the  publication  of  the 
biography  of  Mrs.  Woodhull,  and  Mr.  Beecher,  fearing  that  if  action  was 
taken  it  would  incense  Mr.  Tilton,  and  thus  lead  to  an  exposure  of  the  whole 
cJifSculty,  he  was  anxious  to  avert  the  threatened  catastrophe  and  keep  off 
the  day  of  judgment;  and  the  device  succeeded,  for  a  time  at  least.  But  it 
was  only  a  temporary  success.  As  were  all  the  devices  that  were  resorted  to 
daring  the  four  years  succeeding  the  commission  of  this  crimp,  it  was  but 
temporary. 

Foolish  man!  foolish  men!  to  believe  that  you  could  permanently  bury  up 
sach  a  crime  as  that!  No;  not  until  the  immutable  laws  of  Omniscience  arc 
changed  I  Sooner  or  later,  such  a  sin  will  be  found  out.  But  no  sooner  is 
one  difficulty,  or  threatened  difficulty,  put  aside  by  some  device,  than  another 
difficulty,  as  was  natural  and  to  be  expected,  looms  up,  and  that  contingency 
has  to  be  met  in  the  same  way.  Mrs.  Woodhull  had  become  possessed  of 
some  facts,  and  there  was  a  threatened  exposure  from  that  quarter,  and  in 
order  to  prevent  that,  another  deWce  must  be  resorted  to,  and  that  was  to 
try  and  placate  her  by  kindness,  and  for  a  time  that  device  succeeded; 
bat  like  all  others,  it  was  but  temporary.  Mr.  Moulton,  Mr.  Tilton,  Mr. 
Beecher,  all  trying  to  placate  her,  to  keep  her  quiet,  to  prevent  her  from  mak- 
ing the  exposure  or  publishing  anythiug  concerning  the  difficulty,  because  it 
would  lead  to  complications  that  would  in  the  end  reveal  the  whole  secret. 
So,  when  Mrs.  Woodhull  writes  to  Mr.  Beecher,  requesting  him  to  preside  at 
a  meeting,  he  turns  it  over  to  Mr.  Moulton,  his  friend,  his  protector,  and 
aaks  his  judgment  upon  it,  and  puts  himself  wholly  and  exclusively  in  his 
charge. 

**  Do  with  me  as  you  think  best.  I  have  trusted  you  heretofore,  and  have 
nerer  been  mistaken.    I  trust  vou  now- — " 

As  he  savs  in  his  letter  of  Januarv  2,  1872: 
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*'If  you  think  it  is  best  that  I  should  preside  at  the  meeting,  I  will  do 
so.  I  don*t  want  to  do  it;  I  would  rather  not  do  it,  but  if  you  say  so,  I 
must  do  so.  I  leave  all  to  your  judgment.  Though  it  may  involve  my  repu- 
tation in  the  estimation  of  many ;  though  it  may  subject  me  to  criticism,  as 
it  undoubtedly  will ;  though  it  may  injure  me  in  public  estimation  to  preside 
as  requested,  yet,  as  you  say,  as  you  advise,  so  will  I  do.*'  What  do  you 
think,  gentlemen,  must  have  been  the  secret  entrusted  to  Mr.  Moulton  that 
would  induce  Mr.  Beecher  so  completely,  so  absolutely,  to  abaudon  himself  to* 
him,  placing  his  reputation  in  his  hands,  laying  aside  his  own  judgment  as  to 
what  was  proper  in  his  situation,  leaving  it  all  with  him,  having  no  mind, 
no  judgment,  no  will  of  his  own  with  reference  to  his  action,  but  leaving  it 
all  with  Moulton  ?  At  this  time,  bear  in  mind,  gentlemen,  it  was  more  than 
a  year  after  the  letter  of  contrition  had  been  written;  it  was  after  the  bio- 
graphy had  been  written  that  so  much  has  been  said  about ;  it  was  after  Til- 
ton  had  presided  at  the  Steinway  Hall  meeting- — in  fact,  it  was  after  he  bad 
done  everything  that  identified  his  name  with  this  woman,  and  all  for  Mr. 
Beecher's  sake.  But  that  is  not  all.  After  this — after  Mr.  Tilton  himself  bad 
ceased  to  have  anything  to  do  with  Mrs.  Woodhull,  we  find  a  friendly  letter 
from  her  to  Mr.  Beecher  dated  June  3d,  1872,  in  which  she  calls  upon  him 
for  aid  and  assistance  in  the  diflSculties  with  which  she  was  surrounded  then 
in  the  Gilsey  House.  The  proprietors  threatening  to  tura  her  out,  she  calls 
upon  him  for  aid  long  and  long  after  Mr.  Tilton  had  ceased  to  have  anything  to 
do  with  her,  and  after  he  says  that  he  had  had  an  inten-iew  in  which  she  wa« 
angry  and  threatening,  because  he  had  peremptorily  refused  to  preside  at  the 
meeting.  And  yet,  notwithstanding  tliis  angry  talk  between  them  and  this 
peremptory  refusal  to  preside  at  the  meeting,  we  find  an  invitation  from  her, 
and  he  turning  it  over  to  Mr.  Moulton  to  decide  for  him,  long  after  Mr.  Til- 
ton had  ceased  to  have  anything  to  do  with  her — a  friendly  communication 
from  her;  an  appeal  to  him  for  aid. 

And  now,  gentlemen,  as  a  relief  to  this  planning,  and  plotting,  and  de- 
vising, and  scheming  for  the  purpose  of  covering  up  tliis  crime,  let  me  call 
your  attention  to  another  frank,  full,  open,  complete  and  clear  confession  of 
his  guilt  made  by  himself  on  the  5th  of  February,  1872.  Prior  to  the  writing 
of  this  letter,  Mr.  Beecher  had  met  Mr.  Tilton  in  the  cars  going  East;  he  had 
had  a  friendly  interview  with  Mr.  Tilton,  and  on  his  return  he  received  a 
letter  to  which  allusion  is  made  from  Mr.  Tilton's  wife,  which  induced  him 
to  fear  that  there  was  danger  of  some  action  being  taken  with  reference  to 
this  crime,  and  he  says  of  his  demeanor  on  that  occasion: 

*'  He  was  kind;  we  talked  much.  At  the  end  he  told  me  to  go  on  with 
my  work  without  the  least  anxiety  in  so  far  as  his  feelings  and  actions  were 
the  occasion  of  apprehension.'* 

What  does  that  mean  ?  In  1872 — the  3d  of  February,  1872— over  a  year 
after  it  is  alleged  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  made  a  false  accusation  against  the 
pastor  of  Plymouth  Churcli,  you  find  them  having  this  friendly  conversation, 
and  Mr.  Tilton  assuring  Mr.  Beecher  that  he  may  go  on  with  his  work  with- 
out apprehensions  from  him.  Gentlemen,  was  that  the  language  and  the 
assurance  of  a  man  who  had  made  such  a  false  accusation  ?    No;  it  was  the 
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language  of  the  man  who  hatl  been  injured  and  wronged  td  the  man  who 
had  thus  injured  and  wronged  him,  saying  to  him:  **Notw^ithstanding  the 
great  wrong  that  you  have  inflicted  upon  me,  I  forbear;  go  on  with  your 
work  ;  1  shall  not  expose  the  crime  that  you  have  committed  against  me."  If 
it  don't  mean  that,  gentlemen,  pray  what  does  it  mean  ?  And  then,  speaking 
ID  a  desponding  mood,  expressing  his  apprehensions  that  the  friendship  of 
Mr.  Moulton  may  be  cooling  towards  him,  he  says  : 

*'  But  I  see  you  but  seldom,  and  my  personal  relations,  environments, 
neressitiea,  limitations,  dangers  and  perplexities  you  can  not  see  or  imagice. 
If  I  had  not  gone  through  this  great  year  of  sorrow,  I  would  not  have 
believed  that  any  one  could  pass  through  my  experience   and  be  alive  or 


sane." 


What  were  these  dangers  ?  What  were  these  enWronments  ?  What  were 
these  perplexities  that  had  so  harassed  him  during  the  past  year  as  almost 
to  drive  him  to  madness  and  to  expre^  his  astonishment  that  he  could  have 
endured  what  he  had  endured,  and  be  either  alive  or  sane  at  that  time. 

**  During  all  this  time  you  Wferc  literally  my  stay  and  comfort.  I  should 
have  fallen  on  the  way  but  for  the  courage  which  you  inspired  and  the  hope 
which  you  breathed.  ...  I  came  back  hoping  that  the  bitterness  of 
death  was  passed.  But  T.'s  troubles  brought  back  the  cloud  with  even 
Bcverer  suffering.  .  .  .  No  man  can  see  the  difficulties  that  environ  me 
unless  he  stands  where  I  do.  To  say  that  I  have  a  church  on  my  hands  is 
simple  enough,  but  to  have  the  hundreds  and  thousands  of  men  pressing  me, 
each  one  with  his  keen  suspicion  or  anxiety  or  zeal ;  to  see  tendencies  which, 
if  not  stopped,  would  break  out  into  ruinous  defense  of  me;  to  stop  them 
without  seeming  to  do  it;  to  prevent  any  one  questioning  me;  to  meet  and 
allay  prejudices  against  T.  which  had  their  beginning  years  before  this;  to 
keep  serene  as  if  I  was  not  alarmed  or  disturbed ;  to  be  cheerful  at  home  and 
among  friends  when  I  was  suffering  the  torments  of  the  damned ;  to  pass  sleep- 
leas  nights  often,  and  yet  to  come  up  fresh  and  full  for  Sunday — all  this  may  be 
talked  about,  but  the  real  thing  can  not  be  understood  from  the  outside,  nor 
its  wearing  and  grinding  on  the  nervous  system.  God  knows  that  I  have 
put  more  thought  and  judgment  and  earnest  desire  into  my  efforts  to  prepare 
a  wav  for  Theodore  and  Elizabeth  than  ever  I  did  for  myself  a  hundred  fold. 
.  .  .  But  chronic  evils  require  chronic  remedies.  If  my  destruction  would 
place  him  all  right,  that  shall  not  stand  in  the  way.  I  am  willing  to  step 
down  and  out.  No  one  can  offer  more  than  that.  That  I  do  offer.  Sacrifice 
me  without  hesitation,  if  you  can  clearly  see  your  way  to  his  safety  and  happi- 
nesB  thereby.  I  do  not  think  that  anything  would  be  gained  by  it.  I  should 
be  defstroyed,  but  he  would  not  be  saved.  Elizabeth  and  the  children  would 
have  their  future  clouded.  .  .  .  Life  would  be  pleasant  if  I  could  see 
that  rebuilt  which  is  shattered.  But  to  live  on  the  sharp  and  ragged  edge 
of  anxiety,  remorse,  fear,  despair,  and  yet  to  put  on  all  the  appearance  of 
Berenitj  and  happiness,  can  not  be  endured  much  longer.'^ 

Do  you  believe,  gentlemen  of  the  jury,  that  it  was  possible  for  an  innocent 
man  to  have  penned  that  letter  ?  Do  you  believe  that  that  letter  was  written  by 
tman  understanding  the  full  force  and  meaning  of  every  word  that  he  penned  f 
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I  say,  do  you  believe  it  possible  that  an  innocent  man  could  writo  such  a 
letter  as  that  under  sudi  or  any  circumstances  ?  No,  gentlemen;  he  had  re- 
ceived the  note  of  warning  from  Mrs.  Tilton,  and  he  was  afraid  that  the 
difficulties  that  were  then  surrounding  Mr.  Tilton,  and  the  great  load  that 
he  was  then  carrying,  would  breaTc  him  down,  and  that  he  would  be  unable 
longer  to  suffer  in  secret,  as  he  was  suffering,  while  to  all  outward  appear- 
ances the  man  who  had  wTought  this  ruin  was  pmaperous  and  receiving  the 
plaudits  of  his  fellow-man. 

It  was  the  note,  as  he  says  in  the  letter,  a  note  of  warning,  that  he  had 
received  from  Elizabeth,  and  fearing  that  there  was  danger  ahead,  he  jjours 
out  again  his  soul  to  his  friend,  hoping  thereby  that  the  appeal  might  be 
effectual.  If  he  had  said  in  this  letter,  ''  I  fear  Theodore  Tilton  will  expose 
the  fact  of  my  criminal  relations  with  his  wife,"  it  would  not  have  l>eeu  a 
more  clear  and  conclusive  confession  of  guilt  than  it  is.  **If  my  destruction 
would  place  him  all  right,  that  shall  not  stand  in  the  way.''  Place  him  all 
right?  What  had  been  done  to  him  ?  Why,  the  pretense  is  that  the  wrong 
had  been  done  to  tlie  defendant,  to  Mr.  Beecher  by  Mr.  Tilton,  yet,  with  con- 
scious guilt,  with  the  consciousness  of  having  wrought  this  great  ruin,  he 
says,  **  If  my  destruction  will  place  him  all  right,  that  shall  not  stand  in  the 
way."  If  my  destruction  will  place  him  all  right  ? — how  place  him  all  right  ? 
But  while  he  is  willing  to  do  this,  while  he  is  willing,  if  his  destruction  would 
place  him  all  right  to  be  destroyed,  he  reminds  his  mutual  friend  that  that 
w^ould  not  remedy  the  evil;  that  Mrs.  Tilton  and  the  children  would  be  left 
to  a  blight ;  that  their  future  would  be  clouded  ;  that  his  destruction  would 
not  prevent  the  exposure  of  the  secret.  He  would  be  destroyed — *'I  would 
be  destroyed,  but  he  would  not  be  saved ;  "  because  my  destruction  would  lead 
to  the  exposure  of  the  very  thing  that  we  seek  to  avoid.  But,  **Iam  willing 
to  step  down  and  out.  No  man  can  offer  more:  this  I  do  offer."  A.  man 
than  whom  none  in  the  country  possessed  greater  power  in  his  station,  at  the 
head  of  one  of  the  largest  churches,  engaged  in  other  enterprises,  his  name 
co-extensive  with  civilization — this  man  offering  to  step  down  and  out,  to 
vacate  his  position  and  retire  into  private  life,  if  the  man  who  on  the  30th  of 
December,  1870,  falsely  accused  him  of  an  infamous  crime,  desires  it.  Think  of 
it  for  a  moment  !  An  innocent  man  occupying  such  an  elevated  position 
accused  by  a  member  of  his  own  church,  falsely,  of  an  infamous  crime,  abd 
after  oiore  than  a  year  of  planning  and  plotting  with  that  member  to  keep  the 
facts  .secret,  offering  to  give  up  everything,  church,  paper,  the  **Lite  of 
Clirist,"  and  every  work  in  which  he  is  engaged,  at  the  bidding  of  the  man 
who  had  made  this  false  accusation  !  If  the  theory  of  the  other  side  be  true, 
had  Mr.  Tilton  offered  himself  up  as  a  sacrilice,  there  would  have  been  some 
propriety  in  the  offering.  But  for  the  man  thus  ii\jured  to  offer  himself  up  as  a 
sacrifice  to  the  man  who  had  injured  him,  I  submit,  gentlemen,  is  more  than 
human  nature  can  conceive. 

*'  Sacrifice  me  without  hesitation,  if  you  can  clearly  see  your  way  to  his 
safety  and  happiness  thereby." 

**  I  am  in  the  full  flush  of  mental  vigor,  at  the  very  acme  of  fame;   I  have 
dedicated  my  life  to  the  cause  of  religion  and  morality ;  I  am  at  the  head  of 
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a  gieat  church:  I  am  editor  of  a  great  Christian  paper,  largely  depending 
upon  my  influence  and  my  fame;  I  am  writing  the  *  Lite  of  Christ,'  the  delay 
already  in  which  has  well-nigh  brought  ruin  upon  my  friends  who  are  engaged 
in  its  publication ;  yet,  notwithstanding  all  these  interests  that  I  have  in 
charge,  notwithstanding  all  the  obligations  that  they  impose  upon  me  to  go 
forward  in  my  work,  notwithstanding  all  this — sacrifice  me  without  hesita- 
tion, if  thereby  you  can  achieve  the  safety  and  happiness  of  the  man  who,  on 
the  30th  of  December,  1870,  falsely  accused  me  of  an  infamous  crime."  No, 
gentlemen,  there  was  something  beyond  that  that  induced  Mr.  Beecher  on 
this  occasion  thus  to  ofi'er  himself  up  as  a  sacrifice.  He  saw  before  him  the 
possibility  of  the  exposure  of  this  crime.  He  saw  painted  in  living  colors  thi 
ruin  that  he  had  wrought.  He  saw  the  desolation  that  he  had  caused;  and 
he  saw,  further,  the  still  greater,  more  widespread,  desolation  that  its  public 
knowleilge  would  cause.  Anything  to  prevent  that,  if  it  is  possible;  if  it  is 
possible  to  do  it,  do  it — do  it!  Don't  consider  me;  I  am  not  worthy  to  be 
considered  in  this  case ;  sacrifice  me ;  do  with  me  as  you  ])lease.  Do  with  me 
as  you  please,  if  you  can  thereby  secure  the  safety  and  happiness  of  the  man 
that  I  have  so  wronged — if  you  can  thereby  build  up  that  which  has  been 
shattered;  if  you  can  build  up  this  home  again;  if  you  can  restore  there  the 
happiness  which  I  have  destroyed.  Do  anything,  just  as  you  please,  just 
what  you  think  best ;  I  yield  myself  wholly  and  entirely  to  you ;  I  have  nothing 
to  say — *'  sacrifice  me  without  hesitation  I  "    He  exclaims: 

*'  Nothing  can  possibly  be  so  bad  as  the  horror  of  great  darkness  in  which 
I  spend  much  of  my  time." 

What  does  that  mean — **  this  horror  of  great  darkness" — in  which  he 
spent  most  of  the  lime  ?  It  was  the  brooding  over  the  crime  that  he  had 
committed;  it  was  the  vision,  ever  present  before  him,  and  haunting  him  day 
and  night;  that  was  the  great  darkness — the  "  horror  of  great  darkness,"  in 
which  be  spent  most  of  his  time.  lie  saw  children  worse  than  orphaned;  he 
saw  a  home  desolated,  children  scattered,  happiness  destroyed,  hopes 
blighted;  he  saw  his  owti  high  station  stained;  his  robes  soiled;  his  own 
family  disgraced ;  and  he  saw  Christendom  blush  at  the  crime  that  be  had 
committed.  No  wonder  that  he  lived  most  of  the  time  in  the  horror  of  great 
darkness. 

**Life  would  be  pleasant  if  I  could  see  that  rebuilt  which  is  shattered." 
What  is  it  that  has  been  shattered,  and  what  had  he  to  do  with  the  shattering  ? 
What  docs  it  mean  ?  The  answer  has  already  been  given  in  the  mind  of  each 
one  of  you,  gentlemen.  It  was  the  home  that  had  been  shattered,  and  it  was  he 
-who  had  shattered  that  home,  and  *'0h  !  if  I  could  see  that  rebuilt,  life 
would  be  sweet,  but  as  it  is,  I  live  in  the  horror  of  great  darkness."  *'  To 
live,"  he  exclaims,  '^  on  the  sharp  and  ragged  edge  of  anxiety,  remorse,  fear, 
and  despair,  can  not  be  endured  much  longer."  Every  word  penned  there  so 
carefully  was  understood  fully  by  Mr.  Beecher  when  he  penned  that  letter. 
^o  man  understands  the  meaning  of  the  English  language  better  than  he,  and 
when  he  used  that  terrible  word  **  remorse"  he  confessed  his  guilt.  The 
word  itself  is  a  confession  of  guilt,  and  implies  a  crime  behind  it  to  cause  or 
produce  the  feeling  of  remorse.     The  very  meaning  of  the  word  is  **to  bite 
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agaic/*  Uemorse  is  sonietliing  which  keeps  "biting  its  victim,  gnawing  bim, 
preying  upon  him.  As  Crogan  says:  "When  remorse  is  blended  with  the 
fear  of  punishment,  and  rises  to  despair,  it  constitutes  the  supreme  wretched- 
ness of  the  mind."  This  is  the  remorse  that  Mr.  Beecher  felt ;  a  remorse 
blended  with  tlie  fear  of  punishment,  that  is  a  constant  dread  of  discovery, 
for  discovery  carried  with  it  its  own  j)unishment,  and  no  wonder  that  it 
should  engender  in  !)im,  as  one  author  describes  it,  *'  the  supreme  wretched- 
ness of  the  mind."  Xo  wonder  tliat  it  should,  as  another  author  describes  it, 
"  draw  him  nigh  to  the  grave."  There  are  many  kinds  of  human  wretched- 
ness. There  is  poverty,  sickness,  bereavement.  There  are  various  types  of 
anguish,  agony,  heart  trouble;  but  remorse  is  '*  the  supreme  wretchedness  of 
the  mind,"  and  that  was  Mr.  Beecher's  condition  of  mind  when  he  used  that 
word  **  remorse."  When  he  used  that  word  he  confessed  to  all  that  is 
contained  in  it.  lie  confessed  to  a  criminality  capable  of  producing  the 
supreme  wretchedness  of  the  mind  ;  a  guilt  which  makes  remorse  possible;  a 
guilt  which  gnaws  and  preys  upon  him,  **  biting  like  a  serpent,  stinging 
like  an  adder."  What  was  there  at  this  time  and  at  this  period  that  should 
place  him  upon  '*  the  rdggQii  edge  of  anxiety  and  remorse,  fear  and  despair/* 
so  far  as  the  world  knew  ?  So  far  as  the  world  knew,  Mr.  Beecher  was  at 
the  acme  of  his  fame.  None  of  these  facts  which  subsequently  were  made 
public  and  so  disturbed  liim  had  at  that  time  been  made  public  or  were 
known.  Bear  in  mind  that  at  the  time  he  was  living  in  the  **  horror  of  great 
darkness,  suffering  the  torments  of  the  damned ;  "  *'  was  upon  the  ragged  edge 
of  despair,  fear,  and  remorse,"  the  WoodhuU  publication  had  not  been  given  to 
the  world,  because  that  was  not  published  until  the  2d  of  November,  1872. 
Bear  in  mind  that  at  this  time  that  he  was  suffering  the  torments  of  the  damned, 
Mr.  Tilton's  letter  to  Mr.  Bowen,  relating  charges  of  moral  delinquency  made  by 
Mr.  Bowen,  had  not  yet  been  made  public,  because  that  did  not  see  the 
light  of  day  until  the  20th  of  April,  1873.  Bear  in  mind  that  Mr.  West 
had  not  at  that  time  notified  Mr.  Beecher  that  he  intended  to  prefer  charges 
against  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Bowen,  in  which  was  the  specifiQation  averring 
that  on  the  3d  of  August,  1870,  Mr.  Tilton  had  told  Mrs.  Bradshaw  that  he 
had  discovered  a  criminal  intimacy  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mrs.  Tilton,  to 
which  specification  her  name  was  attached  as  a  witness.  Bear  in  mind  that 
at  this  time  Mr.  Tilton  had  not  appeared  at  Plymouth  Church,  and  there 
confronted  its  pastor  with  the  question  whether  he  had  spoktn  falsely  of  him 
or  not.  Bear  in  mind  that  at  this  time  the  council  that  so  disturbed  the  de- 
fendant had  not  yet  been  called,  nor,  until  November,  1873,  were  the  initia- 
tory steps  looking  to  that  council  taken.  liear  in  mind  that  Mr.  Tilton's 
letter  to  Dr.  Bacon  had  not  been  published,  because  that  was  not  published  until 
the  24th  of  June,  1874.  At  the  time  that  he  was  living  in  this  '*  horror  of  great 
darkness,"  at  the  time  that  he  was  suflfering  '*the  torments  of  the  damned," 
none  of  those  things  had  been  made  public.  They  had  just  passed  through 
a  successful  pew-renting  of  the  church.  He  had  delivered  a  course  of  lec- 
tures to  the  theological  students  of  New  Haven  with  great  success,  and  which 
had  added  greatly  to  his  already  great  fame.  They  were  thinking  of  making 
preparations  to  celebrate  what  was  known  as  the  **  silver  wedding,"  the  twenty- 
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fifth  year  of  his  ministrations  in  that  cliurch ;  and  at  this  time,  when  to  the 
world  he  was  at  the  height  of  his  prosperity,  surrounded  by  powerful  friends, 
with  resources  unlimited,  with  fame  as  broad  as  Christianity  and  ciyilization 
— at  this  moment,  at  this  time,  thus  situated,  thus  circumstanced  in  the  eyes 
of  the  world,  standing  as  the  foremost  preacher  of  the  age,  with  nothing,  so 
far  as  the  world  knew,  to  cast  a  shadow  across  his  pathway,  he  offers  to  give  it 
all  up ;  he  offers  to  "  step  down  and  out "  at  the  mere  suggestion  of  Mr. 
Tilton. 

Would  you  require,  gentlemen,  any  other  evidence  of  the  guilt  of  the 
defendant  than  he  has  furnished  in  the  letter  to  wliich  I  have  called  your 
attention,  taken  in  connection  with  the  circumstances  surrounding  him  at 
tliat  time  ?  No;  no  intelligent  man,  no  intelligent  juror,  I  apprehend,  would 
require  any  other  evidence,  and  if  this  language  can  be  explained  upon  any 
theory  of  innocence  I  shall  be  for  one  delighted  to  hear  the  explanation.  I 
say  to  you,  gentlemen  of  the  jury,,  it  can  not  be  explained  consistent  with  in- 
nocence. All  the  sophistry  and  all  the  subtleties  in  the  world  can  not  so 
gloss  and  color  the  meaning  of  that  letter  as  to  take  away  the  guilt  there  con- 
fessed— as  to  bury  the  meaning  of  those  terrible  words  in  that  letter. 

Oh  !  but  it  is  said  that  Mr.  Beecher  was  a  coward,  and  that  is  what  led 
him  to  do  these  foolish  things;  and  that  suggestion,  gentlemen,  calls  up 
another  thought  in  my  own  mind.  Bear  in  mind  that  these  letters  are  written 
by  Mr.  Beecher  voluntarily ;  they  are  written  to  the  man  who  has  been  entrusted 
with  the  secret,  whatever  it  be,  and  therefore  it  was  at  the  time  an  honest 
expression  of  Mr.  Beecher's  feelings.  If  he  had  been  an  innocent  man,  do 
you  think  he  would  voluntarily  have  written  such  a  letter  as  that  to  Mr. 
Moulton  ?  If  he  had  been  an  innocent  man,  do  you  think  that  he  would 
have  deliberately  sat  down  and  written  such  a  letter  as  that  ?  Why,  no ;  if 
he  had  wanted  to  have  seen  Moulton  he  would  have  seen  him;  but  if  innocent 
he  would  not  have  written  such  a  letter  as  that.  And  in  all  the  letters  he  has 
written  during  the  four  years,  all  the  conversations  that  he  has  had  to 
Moulton,  there  is  never  one  intimation  that  he  is  fearful  of  a  false  accusation 
being  made ;  no  intimation  of  that.  Every  letter  and  every  act  is  based  upon 
the  theory  of  some  great  wrong  committed  by  him,  and  not  an  intimation 
anywhere  in  any  letter  written  to  a  third  party,  his  devoted  friend,  the  man 
8f>nt  to  him  by  God  as  he  says — not  an  intimation  in  any  of  those  letters  that 
he  was  fearful  of  a  false  accusation  being  made  against  him.  Why,  gentle- 
men, is  it  necessary  upon  such  facts  as  these  to  dwell  ?  An  innocent  man 
sitting  down  and  writing  such  a  letter  as  that  to  a  friend,  and  that  friend, 
one  in  whom  he  placed  implicit,  unbounded,  unquestioning  faith,  without  ever 
alluding  to  the  fact.  Oh  I  would  he  not  have  said,  ''Frank,  this  is  too  bad; 
jou  know  that  this  is  false — that  this  charge  is  false ;  it  is  too  bad  that  I  should 
suffer  in  consequence  of  that.  Stop  your  friend,  stop  him."  Moulton — he 
knew  that  this  charge  was  true,  or  he  knew  that  it  was  false — and  Mr.  Beecher 
believed  that  Mr.  Moulton  knew  whether  it  was  false  or  not.  Did  Mr.  Beecher 
suppose  for  a  moment  that  Mr.  Moulton  did  not  know  whether  the  charge  was 
true  or  false  ?  Do  you  suppose  that  if  his  mind  was  hesitating  upon  that 
point,  whether  Mr.  Moulton  was  aware  of  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  charge, 
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that  he  would  not  have  informed  Mr.  Moulton  of  the  fact  ?  It  is  evident 
that  he  supposed  that  Mr.  Moulton  knew  or  believed  the  charge  to  be  true, 
and  if  he  supposed  that  Mr.  Moulton  believed  the  charge  to  be  true,  and  it 
was  false,  why  didn't  he  undeceive  him  ?  Why  didn't  he  say.  "Moulton,  you 
are  laboring  under  a  misapprehension  here.  You  believe  that  this  charge  is 
true.  It  is  false ;  it  is  false  !''  No,  he  says  nothing  of  tlie  kind ;  but  he  pro- 
ceeds upon  the  assumption  that  the  charge  is  true,  and  that  Mr.  Moulton 
knows  it  to  be  true,  and  he  sits  down  and  he  writes  such  a  letter  as  that 
voluntarily  to  him.  I  ask  you,  gentlemen,  again,  do  you  want  any  further 
evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  charge  that  we  bring  against  Mr.  Beecher 
than  that  letter,  with  the  surrounding  circumstances  under  which  it  was 
written  ? 

Now,  gentlemen,  I  come  back  to  the  suggestion  that  I  was  about  to  make 
a  few  moments  ago.  The  claim  that  is  made  now,  that,  situated  as  Mr. 
Beecher  was,  fearful  of  this  charge  being  made,  it  was  his  cowardice  that 
induced  him  to  act  as  he  had  been  acting  for  four  years.  Why,  gentlemen, 
if  there  has  been  one  distinguishing  characteristic  of  Mr.  Beecher,  it  has 
been  his  courage,  his  boldness,  his  fearlessness.  When,  in  1803,  he  faced  the 
mobs  of  Liverpool  and  Manchester,  you  recollect  how  his  praises  rang 
throughout  this  broad  land  for  his  bravery,  his  boldness,  and  his  courage; 
when  he  is  facing  a  hostile  mob,  a  hostile  crowd,  surrounded  by  strangers, 
he  is  as  bold  as  a  lion,  but  when  he  returns  to  his  city  of  Brooklyn,  where 
be  is  all  powerful,  surrounded  by  powerful  friends,  one  word  from  whose 
lips  would  have  crushed  any  man  who  dared  utter  a  false  accusation  against 
him,  he  is  a  coward.  Ah  1  it  is  the  cowardice  of  conscious  guilt  I  The 
bravery  he  manifested  in  England  was  the  bravery  of  truth — conscious  truth 
and  the  justice  of  his  cause.  But  here,  surrounded  by  his  church,  upheld  as 
no  man  ever  has  been  by  his  church,  in  the  city  where  he  was  all  powerful — 
here  he  is  a  coward.  What  is  it  that  makes  him  a  coward  ?  Conscious  guilt. 
A  million  of  Tiltons,  with  their  false  accusations,  could  not  frighten  that 
man.  But  one  Tilton,  with  his  truth,  appearing  before  him,  and  he  is  a 
coward.  No,  gentlemen,  I  defend  to  that  extent  the  reputation  of  the  de- 
fendant. He  is  not  a  coward,  except  when  conscious  of  bis  guilt,  and  then 
we  are  all  cowards.  When  conscious  of  his  innocence,  he  knows  no  fear,  can 
face  any  danger,  but  his  courage  all  vanishes  in  sight  of  the  great  crime  that 
he  has  committed.  No  man  can  be  brave,  no  man  can  be  courageous,  when 
he  sees  before  him  a  desolated  home  that  he  himself  has  made  desolate.  No 
man  can  be  brave  when  he  sees  a  once  happy  and  loving  wife  and  mother 
debauched  and  an  outcast.     No,  in  the  presence  of  that  man,  he  exclaims  : 

**Do  with  me  as  you  choose;  sacrifice  me  at  your  will — anything;  I 
deserve  it;  I  merit  it.  I  offer  myself  upas  a  sacrifice  to  the  man  that  I  have 
80  wronged." 

But,  gentlemen,  this  letter  bat  breathes  the  spirit  of  all  his  letters  upon 
this  subject.  Every  letter,  if  written  to  Moulton  in  pure  friendship,  con- 
tains some  allusion  to  this  dark  subject.  On  March  25th,  1872,  he  writes  to 
Mr.  Moulton,  in  which  he  says  : 

**I  have  been  doing  ten  men^s  work  this  winter,  partly  to  make  up  loet 
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time,  and  partly  because  I  live  under  a  cloud,  feeling  every  month  that  I  may 
be  doing  my  last  work." 

He  is  living  under  a  cloud,  expecting  that  every  month  may  be  his 
last  because  fearful  and  apprehensive  that  at  any  time  this  great  secret 
should  be  made  known,  and  if  made  known,  that  that  would  be  the  end  of 
Lis  usefulness.  That  is  the  way  that  he  talked  of  this  for  a  long  time;  and, 
£8  I  will  show  you  before  I  get  through,  was  willing  at  any  time  to  have 
vacated  his  pulpit,  to  have  re-igned  his  ministry,  to  have  avoided  the  ex- 
posure of  this  secret. 

During  this  time  of  which  I  am  now  speaking  another  difficulty  arose. 
As  I  said  a  little  while  ago,  it  has  been  a  succession  of  difficulties  to  keep 
down  this  fact.  They  have  had  to  resort,  first  to  one  device,  and  another 
and  another,  and  as  one  was  put  away  another  arose  because  of  the  impos- 
sibility of  concealing  permanently  such  a  crime.  Mr.  Tilton  had  lost  his  sit- 
uation. There  was  a  penalty  attached  to  the  contract,  and  that  had  not  been 
adjusted  or  settled;  and  Mr.  Tilton  had  instructed  his  lawyers,  Judge 
Reynolds  of  this  court,  and  Mr.  Ward,  to  commence  suit.  That  wa«  another 
cause  of  alarm.  Fearful  that  that  would  lead  to  the  exposure  of  the  secret, 
the  defendant  was  anxious  that  some  measures  should  be  taken  to  prevent  a 
suit  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Bowen,  and  finally  an  arbitration  was 
entered  into,  Mr.  Claflin,  Mr.  Storrs,  I  think,  and  Mr.  Freeland  being  the 
arbitrators.  At  the  conclusion  of  that  arbitration,  or  after  that  arbitration, 
another  device  was  resorted  to  to  keep  down  the  scandals  that  were  being 
afloal  at  this  time,  and  a  covenant  was  entered  into,  signed  by  Mr.  Bowen,  by 
Mr.  Beecher,  and  by  Mr.  Tilton,  and  I  will  call  your  attention  to  a  sentence  of 
the  portion  signed  by  Mr.  Beecher. 

*'If  I  have  said  anything  injurious  to  the  reputation  of  either"  [that  is 
Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Bowen]  '*  or  have  detracted  from  their  standing  and  fame 
as  Christian  gentlemen  and  members  of  my  church,  I  revoke  it  all,  and 
heartily  covenant  to  repair  and  reinstate  them  to  the  extent  of  my  power." 

Mr,  Be4tch, — When  was  that  ? 

Mr,  Morris. — The  2d  of  April,  1872.  As  first  prepared,  the  part  of  the 
covenant  signed  by  Mr.  Tilton  made  him  deny  that  there  were  any  charges 
against  Mr.  Beecher,  so  far  as  he  was  concerned.  That  he  refused  to  sign, 
but  did  sign  the  part  agreeing  not  to  reiterate  charges  Mr.  Bowen  had  made 
against  Mr.  Beecher,  it  having  no  reference  to  the  charge  that  we  are  investi- 
gating now ;  but  it  was  one  of  the  devices  resorted  to  to  cover  up  guilt  and  to 
prevent  the  exposure  of  crime.  And  bear  in  mind,  gentlemen,  that  this  cov- 
enant was  signed  on  the  2d  of  April,  1872,  a  year  and  a  half  after  the  charge 
made  by  Mr.  Tilton  against  Mr.  Beecher  of  adultery,  and  iu  that  he  says: 

**If  I  have  said  anything  injurious  to  the  reputation  of  Theodore  Tilton" 
[putting  it  in  the  singular]  **or  have  detracted  from  his  standing  and  fame,  as 
a  Christian  gentleman  and  member  of  my  church,  I  revoke  it  all." 

What,  I  ask,  did  he,  on  the  2d  of  April,  1872,  revoke,  as  towards  Mr. 
Tilton  ?  Bear  in  mind,  that  at  that  time  Mr.  Tilton  had  written  the  Woodhull 
biography.  If  Mr.  Beecher  had  for  that  condemned  him,  he  revoked  it  all. 
Bear  in  mind  that  before  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  presided  at  the  Steinway  Hall 
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meeting,  at  which  Mrs.  Woodhull  delivered  her  lecture.  K  Mr.  Beecher 
condemned  Mr.  Tilton  for  that  act  on  the  2d  of  April,  1872,  he  revoked  it 
all.  If  Mr.  Tilton  had  excited  Mr.  Beecher's  indignation  by  proclaiming  free- 
love  doctrines  so  that  The  Adtxin^^  had  to  be  started  to  supersede  The  Inde- 
pendent  in  the  Northwest,  he  revoked  it  all.  Had  he  said  that  prior  to  this 
Mr.  Tilton  was  bankrupt  in  character  and  morals,  on  the  2d  of  April,  1872, 
he  revoked  it  all.  Had  he  charged  Mr.  Tilton  with  promiscuous  immoralities, 
he  revoked  it  all.  Had  he  told  Mr.  Bowen  that  he  was  not  fit  to  edit  T/ie 
Independent^  because  of  his  free-love  doctrines,  because  of  his  promiscuous 
immoralities,  because  of  his  brutality  to  his  ^^^fe,  because  of  his  denying  the 
inspiration  of  the  Scriptures  and  the  Divinity  of  Christ,  on  the  2d  of  April, 
1872,  he  revoked  it  all.  Had  he  accused  Mr.  Tilton  with  having, on  the  30th 
of  December,  1870,  charged  him  falsely  with  an  infamous  crime,  he  revoked 
it  all,  and  proclaims  solemnly  that  he  was  a  Christian  gentleman.  All  these 
things  had  transpired  prior  to  the  2d  of  April,  1872,  and  if  Mr.  Beecher  up  to 
that  time  knew  of  or  had  said  anything  derogatory  to  the  Christian  character 
of  Mr.  Tilton,  he  revoked  it  all,  he  was  a  Christian  gentleman.  And,  but  a 
few  days  after,  in  his  own  paper,  he  says  of  him  : 

'*  Those  who  have  known  him  best  are  the  most  sure  that  he  is  honest  in 
his  convictions  as  he  is  fearless  in  their  utterance,  and  that  he  is  manly  and 
straightforward  in  the  ways  in  which  he  works  for  what  seems  to  him  best 
forinan  and  for  society." 

And  this  is  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Beecher  of  a  man  he  now  declares  he 
then  knew  to  have  been  bankrupt  in  morals  and  in  character,  to  have  been 
guilty  of  prou)iscuous  immoralities,  to  haire  been  a  libertine  !  Wliat  think 
you,  gentlemen,  the  defendant  means  by  this  conduct  ?  As  well  may  they 
attempt  to  argue  that  I  am  now  talking  to  you  in  midnight  darkness,  rather 
than  in  the  <;lare  of  the  noon-day  sun,  as  to  attempt  to  give  any  other  mean- 
ing to  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  in  this  case  than  that  I  have  attributed 
to  him  I 

I  will  call  your  attention,  gentlemen,  here  to  another  circumstance.  Mr. 
Beecher  says  that  when  Mrs.  Tilton  made  her  confessions,  she  said  that 
Theodore  confessed  his  alien  loves.  To  Mr.  Moulton,  Mr.  Beecher  said  that 
Mrs.  Tilton  told  him,  that  when  she  made  her  confessions,  her  husband  had 
made  similar  confessions  to  her.  She  was  then  excusing  herself,  having  con- 
fessed, and  she  makes  this  statement  to  him.  When  they  speak  of  alien 
loves,  so  far  as  Mr.  Tilton  is  concerned,  they  say  it  means  adultery ;  when 
she  says  to  the  defendant  she  made  similar  confessions  to  him,  it  don't  mean 
adultery  I 

Now,  gentlemen,  I  will  proceed  to  examine  some  of  the  facts  occurring  in 
a  later  stage  of  the  history  of  this  case :  On  the  2d  of  November,  1872,  was 
published  in  what  is  known  as  The  Woodhull  db  Glaflin  Weekly^  a  story  in 
which  Mr.  Beecher  was  accused  of  adultery  with  Mrs.  Elizabeth  R.  Tilton. 
At  the  time  that  this  publication  appeared  Mr.  Tilton  was  absent  from  the 
city  and  absent  from  the  State.  He  was  in  one  of  the  New  England  States, 
engaged  in  the  Presidential  campaign,  when  the  Mtory  came  out  accusing  his 
pastor  with  adultery  with  his  wife.     What  did  Mr.  Beecher  do  in  oonnectioii 
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with  that  story,  and  with  that  publicution ;  and  what,  if  an  innocent  man, 
ought  he  to  have  done,  is  the  question  that  now  concerns  you.  Did  he,  on 
that  occasion,  act  as  an  innocent  man,  or  did  he  on  that  occasion  act  as  a 
guilty  man  ?  "What  ought  he,  as  a  Christian  minister,  to  have  done  ?  Bear 
in  mind,  gentlemen,  that  he  was  accused  of  the  crime  of  adultery  witli  the 
wife  of  the  man  he  declared  but  a  short  time  prior  to  have  been  a  Christian 
gentleman,  and  an  honored  member  of  his  church!  A*nd  he  accused  of  adul- 
tery with  the  wife  of  a  member  of  his  church — what  should  he  have  done  ? 
What  did  he  do  ?  He  did  nothing.  He  waited  until  Mrs.  Tilton  returned. 
Ah,  yes,  he  did  I  Because  the  very  night  of  the  publication  of  that  story  a 
meeting  of  his  trusted  members,  some  of  whom  afterwards  figured  on  the 
committee,  was  called  together  at  the  house  of  Mr.  Halliday,  and  tliey  are 
thei:p  informed  that  they  had  best  take  no  notice  of  the  story,  but  try  and 
live  it  down — try  and  live  it  down — fearful  thtit  his  church  would  take  some 
action,  would  say  to  him,  **Thi8  scandal  must  be  investigated.  Here  you 
are  charged  with  adultery  with  the  wife  of  a  member  of  this  church,  and  she 
a  member  of  this  church,"  therefore,  before  any  steps  could  be  taken  in  that 
direction,  this  other  device  was  resorted  to.  Another  d('\ice,  and  that  was  to 
try  and  live  it  down.  It  may  be  that  the  church,  it  may  be  that  the  pastor 
of  Plymouth  Church,  with  his  power,  with  a  church  that  would  stand  by  him 
right  or  wrong,  gnilty  or  innocent;  it  may  be  with  all  this  immense  power  he 
could  live  it  down,  they  could  live  it  down,  but  how,  I  ask  you,  in  the  name 
of  kind  Heaven,  could  the  woman  live  it  down  ?  You  recollect,  gentlemen — 
if  you  do  not,  I  will  state  to  you  the  fact — that  after  the  publication  ot  this 
story,  there  was  a  universal  demand  throughout  the  land — a  universal  call 
upon  Mr.  Beecher  to  speak  but  one  reassuring  word,  an<J  deny  this  charge. 
Every  appeal  that  could  be  made  for  the  cause  of  morality,  for  the  sake  of 
religion,  by  all  that  he  held  dear  on  earth,  by  every  consideration  that  could 
be  addressed  to  him,  he  was  adjured  to  deny  the  truth  of  the  story.  But  not 
a  word,  not  a  word.  While  the  cause  of  religion  was  suffering  from  this 
scandal,  and  while  the  trusted  member  of  his  chur'^h  was  suffering  in  the 
estimution  of  all  womanhood,  he  remained  silent,  as  silent  as  the  grave,  and 
when  Mr.  Tilton  returned,  he  induced  him,  or  tried  to  induce  him,  to  publish 
this  statement : 

**In  an  unguarded  enthusiasm,  I  hoped  well  and  much  of  one  who  has 
proved  utterly  unprincipled.  I  shall  never  again  notice  her  stories,  and  now 
utterly  repudiate  her  statement  made  concerning  me  and  mine." 

Was  Tilton  the  man  then  to  deny  that  stor}-  ?  Who  knew  absolutely, 
unqualifiedly,  whether  the  story  was  true  or  whether  it  w^as  false  ?  Mr. 
Beecher,  and  against  him  the  charge  was  hurled,  and  against  a  member  of  his 
church — ^what  was  his  duty  ?  What  should  an  innocent  man  have  drne 
under  such  circumstances  ?  Why,  he  would  have  branded  it  as  false  at  the 
earliest  possible  moment.  He  would  not  have  said,  *'I  can  not  do  that 
because  it  proceeds  from  so  low  an  origin."  Oh  I  no.  It  was  in  the  pa})er. 
I  care  not  what  paper,  or  what  the  character  of  the  paper  was  ;  it  was  in  the 
paper,  and  it  was  his  duty,  being  innocent,  to  have  denied  the  story  and  not 
stop  to  question  its  authority.     But  after  that,  it  appeared  in  many  respectable 
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jouraaltt  of  the  land,  and  those  in  which  it  did  not  appear  united  in  the  call 
upon  him  to  say  one  word,  and  give  r)ne  assurance  that  there  was  no  truth  in 
the  story,  that  his  friends  in  his  behalf,  and  in  the  behalf  of  morality,  might 
deny  it.     But  no;  no  denial,  no  denial.     Very  truly  Tilton  replied  to  him  : 

**  You  know  why  I  sought  Mrs.  Woodhull's  acquaintance.  It  was  to  save 
my  family  and  yours  from  the  consequences  of  your  act,  the  facts  about  which 
had  become  known  to  her.  They  have  now  been  published,  and  I  will  not 
denounce  that  woman  to  save  you  from  the  consequences  of  what  you  have 
done." 

Why,  T  ask  again,  did  he  allow  this  pernicious  story  to  go  throughout  the 
land,  eating  into  his  reputation,  sullying  the  cause  of  religion  ?  Why  did  he 
do  it  ?  Why  did  he  not  deny  it  ?  Because  a  denial  would  have  provoked 
contest  with  Woodhull.  It  would  have  increased  the  discussion,  it  would 
have  led  to  an  investigation  on  the  part  of  his  church,  and  an  investigation 
would  have  been  ruin,  and  that  is  what  he  referred  to,  when  he  speaks  of  the 
difficulties  to  prevent  the  **  tendencies  which  if  not  stopped  would  break  out 
into  a  ruinous  defense  of  me."  Anything  that  tended  to  investigation — any- 
thing and  everything  that  looked  towards  developing  the  truth — was  a  ruinous 
defense  to  him,  and  that  is  what  he  means  in  his  letter,  and  the  difficulty  of  pre- 
venting that  tendency,  of  **  stopping  those  tendencies  without  seeming  to 
do  it."  What  does  that  mean,  '* without  seeming  to  do  it?"  Why,  he 
could  not  say  anything.  If  he  did  it  would  give  it  importance,  and  that 
would  lead  to  disclosure,  and  therefore  he  remained  silent.  He  could  not 
say  anything  in  behalf  of  Mr.  Tilton  to  relieve  him  from  the  unjust  odium  that 
he  has  suflfered  during  these  four  years,  of  being  the  slanderer  of  the  piistor 
of  Plymouth  Church,  because  if  he  did,  it  would  give  point  to  the  charge, 
and  so  he  remains  quiet  and  allows  this  story  to  go  on  uncontradicted,  month 
after  month,  for  six  months,  and  at  last  he  is  compelled  to  deny,  and  he  is 
compelled  to  deny  because  of  fear  of  more  serious  consequences,  until  he 
hold  his  i>eace  and  say  nothing  concerning  the  publication  of  the  truth  or 
falsity  of  the  story. 

If  your  Honor  please,  it  is  four  minutes  ahead  of  the  time  of  adjourning, 
bat  this  is  a  point  at  which  we  can  conveniently  take  a  recess. 

AFTERNOON  SESSION. 

Mr.  Morris  resumed  his  argument  as  follows  : 

OentUmen  of  the  Jury:  I  was  calling  your  attention  at  the  adjourn- 
ment of  the  court  to  the  efforts  made  by  the  defendant  to  prevent  an 
investigation  into  the  facts  connected  with  the  Woo<ihull  publication. 
Although  that  examination  was  delayed  for  a  time,  yet  it  was  but  a  little 
while  before  a  Committee  was  appointed,  of  which  the  defendant  was  a 
member.  That  Committee  was  appointed  in  December  following  the  publi- 
cation of  the  Woodhull  story.  Mr.  Beecher  had  made  efforts  to  have  a  state- 
ment made  by  Mr.  Tilton  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  the  story,  as  far  as  Mr. 
Tilton  was  able,  of  its  odious  features;  and  Mr.  Tilton  prepared  a  card, 
which  was  submitted  to  Mr.  Beecher,  which  was  designed  for  publication. 
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In  tliat  card  was  quoted  the  language  use<3  by  Mrs.  Tilton  in  a  letter  written 
to  Dr.  Storrs.  Mr.  Beecher  objected  to  the  language  in  tliat  card— the  pro- 
posed canl — which  was,  in  effect,  that  he  had  solicited  her  to  become  a  wife 
t  J  him,  together  with  all  that  that  word  implied,  saying  that  the  publication 
of  such  a  card  as  that  would  be  just  as  bad  as  to  publish  the  entire  facts ;  and 
the  card  was  not  published,  and  no  publication  at  the  time  was  made  with 
re'brence  to  it,  I  will  not  atop  to  call  your  attention  to  the  precise  lan- 
guage of  the  letter,  that  portion  of  it  to  which  Mr.  Beecher  interposed  his 
objection,  but  I  have  given  you,  I  think,  very  nearly  the  exact  language. 
Certainly,  I  have  given  you  the  exact  idea,  that  Mr.  Be^^cher  had  solicited 
her  to  be  a  wife  to  him,  with  all  that  that  word  or  term  implied.  This,  Mr. 
Beecher  says,  would  be  aa  bad  as  publishing  tiie  whole  truth,  the  fact  that 
he  had  not  only  solicited,  but  that  he  had  accomplished  his  purpose;  and  it 
was  with  reference  to  this  negotiation  that  was  going  on  between  these  par- 
ties, that  Mr.  Beecher  referred  when  he  said  to  his  committee,  and  as  an  in- 
ducement to  have  them  delay  action,  that  he  had  seen  Mr.  Tilton  lately,  and 
thought  he  would  publish  a  card  denouncing  the  "Woodhulls.  But  the  card 
was  not  publislied,  and  Mr.  Beecher,  when  called  upon  by  Mr.  West,  a  mem- 
1>er  of  that  committee,  attempted  to  dissuade  him  from  taking  action  with 
reference  to  the  matter.  He  said  to  this  committee,  when  finaliy  he  met  with 
them,  that  he  believed  that  Theodore  was  one  of  his  best  friends;  that  he 
had  never  intentionally  tried  to  injure  him,  and  that  by  assuming  a  j)rudent 
course  with  him,  they  might  yet  save  him  and  restore  him  to  his  former  po- 
sition of  usefulness  and  influence  in  the  church.  This  was  December,  1872, 
after  the  publication  of  the  Woodhull  story,  and  he  used  this  language 
toward  Mr.  Tilton  more  than  two  years  after  he  had  charged  him  with  adul- 
ter}* with  his  wife;  that  he  was  one  of  his  best  friends,  and  that  he  had 
never  tried  to  injure  him.  And  as  evincing  hfs  great  anxiety  concerning  an 
investigation  into  the  tmth  of  the  story  that  had  been  published  by  the 
W«x>dhull8,  I  would  call  your  attention  to  one  or  two  notes  written  by  him 
to  Mr.  Moulton  : 

''Sunday,  December,  1873''  [the  day  of  the  month  not  given]. — **  Your 
interview  last  night  was  very  beneficial,  and  gave  confidence.  This  must  be 
looked  after'*  [speaking  of  his  interview  with  Mr.  IlallidayJ.  **It  is  vain  to 
build,  if  the  foundations  sink  under  every  effort.  I  shall  see  you  at  10  o'clock 
t<v morrow,"  etc. 

And  another  letter,  dated  Monday,  the  day  of  the  month  and  the  month 
are  not  given,  but  at  about  that  time.  He  says,  in  speaking  of  a  conversa- 
tion he  had  had  with  Mr.  Claflin  : 

^  I  asked  him  if  B.  had  ever  made  a  statement  of  the  verv  bottom  facts. 
The  real  point  to  avoid  is  an  appeal  to  the  church,  and  then  a  council.  It 
would  be  a  conflagration,  and  give  every  possible  chance  for  parties,  for 
hidings  and  evasions,  and  increase  an  hundred  fold  this  scandal,  without 
healing  anything.  Meantime,  I  confide  everything  to  your  wisdom,  aa  I 
always  have  with  such  success  hitherto,  that  I  have  full  trust  for  the  future." 

The  real  point  to  bo  avoided  is  an  investigation  on  the  part  of  the  church, 
and  then  a  council.     Such  a  proceeding  as  this  would  t>e  a  conflagration. 
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What  would  make  the  conflagration  but  the  reveahnent  of  the  fact  and  tha 
crime  which  we  charge  him  with  ?  Certainly  no  advice  that  he  may  have 
given  Mrs.  Tilton;  certainly  no  counsel  that  he  may  have  given  Mr.  Bowen; 
certainly  no  false  charge  would  make  a  conflagration,  because  no  man  lived 
who  dared  make  such  a  false  charge  against  such  a  man.  situated  as  he  was. 
No;  the  conflagration  would  be  the  reveahnent  of  the  truth  that  has  been  re- 
vealed, and  that  will  be  revealed  now  to  you  in  this  trial.  Indeed,  it  has  been 
a  conflagration,  but  it  has  been  a  conflagration  because  the  truth  has  come 
out.  It  is  because  the  facts  demonstrate  beyond  cavil  the  truth  of  the  charge 
that  has  been  made  against  Mr.  Beecher,  of  his  adultery  with  the  wife  of 
Theodore  Tilton. 

And  why,  I  ask  again,  gentlemen,  all  this  anxiety,  all  this  plotting  and 
planning,  not  only  with  Moult  on,  l)ut  with  Tilton  himself,  the  very  man  from 
whom  they  pretend  they  feared  a  false  charge  ?  He  is  plotting  and  planning 
with  them  in  order  to  prevent  the  exposure  of  the  secrets.  The  man  who  is' 
to  make  the  false  charge  you  find  in  consultatiim  with  Mr.  Beecher,  you  find 
in  consultation  with  Mr.  Moulton,  and  you  find  them  all  in  conference 
together,  devising  cards,  preparing  cards,  planning  this  movement  and  plan- 
ning that  movement  to  prevent  an  investigation  into  these  facts,  and  yet  they 
fear  a  false  charge,  and  the  man  whr>  is  to  make  the  false  charge  is  busy 
during  all  these  years  and  all  this  time  trying  to  plan  and  plot  how  he  will 
prevent  himself  from  making  that  false  charge.  Such,  gentlemen,  is  the 
logic  of  this  case.  Such  are  the  extremities  to  which  the  defendant  is  driven, 
in  order  to  attempt  an  explanation  of  his  conduct.  Shortly  after  this  attempt 
to  have  this  card  arranged  for  publication,  Mr.  Carpenter,  a  man  whom  you 
know  by  reputation,  a  distinguished  artist  in  the  city  of  New  York,  who  had 
known  Mr.  Beecher  for  many  years,  had  been  his  friend  of  twenty  years' 
standing — he  called  to  see  him,  and  he  made  then  a  proposition  to  Mr. 
Beecher  designed  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  a  public  investigation.  He  said 
to  Mr.  Beecher  that  they  were  about  starting  a  new  paper  in  the  city  of  New 
York,  and  that  if  he  would  take  the  editorship  of  that,  he  would  be  relieved 
.  from  the  dangers,  or  much  of  the  dangers  that  surrounded  him  in  his  own 
church,  this  one  and  that  one  pressing  for  investigation  and  for  explanation, 
and  so  favorably  did  Mr.  Beecher  think  of  it  that  he  went  with  Mr.  Carpen- 
ter around  to  Mr.  Moulton's,  and  there  discussed  the  matter,  the  feasibility  of 
it,  it  being  an  opportune  time,  as  Mr.  Carpenter  said.  He  had  closed  his 
twenty-fifth  year  of  ministration,  his  silver  wedding  had  been  had,  and  he 
could  retire  without  exciting  comment;  and  after  considering  the  proposition 
for  some  time,  he  said  to  Mr.  Carpenter:  **I  can  not  accept  it  now,  because 
it  will  be  said  that  I  have  left  because  of  the  Woodhull  publication ;  that  they 
have  driven  me  out  of  the  pulpit;"  and  that  was  the  reason,  and  that  was 
the  only  reason  given  by  him  why  he  did  not  adopt  the  couBse  suggested  by 
Mr.  Carpenter.  This  negotiation  was  continued  for  some  time;  parties  went 
to  see  Mr.  Beecher  upon  the  subject — those  who  contemplated  starting  the 
enterprise,  and  the  negotiation  fell  through,  simply  because  Mr.  Beecher  Mr  as 
afraid  of  the  comment  that  it  would  excite  in  consequence  of  the  Woodhal! 
publication. 
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And  noWf  gentlemeD,  I  come  to  a  period  in  the  history  of  this  case,  if 
possible  more  conclusive,  more  absolutely  conclusive,  against  the  defendant 
than  any  fact  to  which  I  have  directed  your  attention,  tlie  period  closing 
with  the  22nd  of  June,  1873.  Within  this  period  are  contained  facts  and 
events  that  leave  no  possibility  of  doubt  as  to  the  truth  of  our  charge  and  the 
jguilt  of  the  defendant.  The  covenant  which  I  have  called  your  attention  to 
had  been  entered  on  the  2nd  of  April,  1873,  but  notwithstanding  this  coven- 
ant, Mr.  Bowen  was  whispering  these  stories  against  Mr.  Beecher,  and 
another  device  had  to  be  resorted  to,  and  this  time  the  device  was  to  find 
an  excuse  for  publishing  the  covenant  as  against  Mr.  Bowen,  to  stop  his 
mouth,  not  as  against  Mr.  Tilton  to  stop  him,  and  for  that  purpose 
a  plan  was  agreed  upon,  and  this  was  the  plan.  Mr.  Carpenter,  to  whom 
Mr.  Bowen  had  repeated  these  stories,  was  in  company  with  Mr.  Claflin 
and  Mr.  Cleveland,  and  Mr.  Moulton,  to  go  and  see  Mr.  Bowen,  confront  him 
with  these  stories,  and,  unless  he  retracted  them,  to  publish  the  covenant  as 
against  him.  In  pursuance  of  this  arrangement,  Mr.  Beecher,  on  May  25th, 
1873 — a  Sunday — sent  Mr.  Cleveland  with  his  horse  and  buggy  over  to  New 
York  to  hunt  up  Carpenter,  and  tliat  night  the  interview  was  held  with  Mr. 
Bowen,  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Carpenter,  Mr.  Cleveland,  and  Mr.  Clatiin ;  and 
Mr.  Bowen  not  denying  the  charges  that  he  had  made  against  Mr.  Beecher, 
the  covenant  was  published.  Mr.  Beecher  on  the  same  day  that  he  sent  his 
horse  and  buggy  after  Carpenter,  writes  a  note  to  Mr.  Moulton,  in  which  he  says : 

**Isent  Cleveland  with  my  horse  and  buggy  over  to  hunt  Carpenter. 
Will  you  put  Carpenter  on  his  guard  about  making  such  statements.  From 
him  these  bear  the  force  of  coming  from  head-quarters." 

At  another  time  he  says  that  the  first  he  lAew  of  Carpenter  was  that  he 
was  putting  his  nose  in  this  business  that  did  not  concern  him,  and  on  Sun- 
day, May  25th,  he  is  sending  his  horse  and  buggy  scouring  the  city  of  New 
York  to  find  Carpenter,  and  bring  him  over  here  for  the  very  purpose  of  this 
interview  with  Mr.  Bowen.  And  if  you  look  at  the  letters,  the  dates  of  the 
letters,  and  the  conferences,  and  the  plannings,  and  the  plottings  in  this  case 
from  the  beginning,  four-fifths  of  it  occurred  on  Sunday.  Before  church, 
after  church,  at  Moulton's,  at  the  church,  at  Mr.  Beecher's,  in  different 
places,  was  this  continual  planning  and  plotting  in  order  to  prevent  an  inves- 
tigation of  this  secret. 

Five  days  after  this  conference  was  had  at  Mr.  Bowen's  the  covenant  is 
published.  May  30th,  1873,  and  the  next  day  the  papers  came  out  in  denun- 
ciation of  Mr.  Tilton  as  having  been  guilty  of  some  great  crime  toward  Mr. 
Beecher,  and  as  having  been  magnanimously  forgiven  by  him,  and  Mr. 
Beecher  chided  and  blamed  becaused  he  had  not  taken  the  parties  into  court, 
and  bad  them  punished  as  their  crime  deserved.  Mr.  Tilton  said  to  Mr. 
Beecher: 

**Tbi8  I  can  not,  and  this  I  will  not  stand  any  longer.  You  must  relieve 
me  of  this  injustice,  or  I  will  relieve  myself.  I  will  not,  after  having  suffered 
this  wrong,aftcr  having  had  my  family  destroyed,  my  wife  debauched,  I  will  not 
be  held  up  to  public  odium  as  having  committed  a  crime  against  you,  and  been 
oiagnanimously  forgiven  by  you.    Believe  me  of  this,  or  I  will  relieve  myself." 
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And  on  a  Saturday  morning,  the  day  following,  Mr.  Tiltoa  prepared  this 
card  for  publication,  which  was  exhibited  to  Mr.  Beecher: 

''^  To  the  Editor  of  the  Broollyn  Eagle :  Samuel  Wilkeson,  a  business  part- 
ner of  Henry  Ward  Beecher,  authorized  the  publication  of  a  part  of  a  docu- 
ment touching  the  relations  of  Mr.  Beecher  and  Henry  C.  Bowen.  This 
document,  without  the  addition  of  another,  of  which  I  presume  Mr.  Wilke- 
son had  no  knowledge,  grossly  misrepresents  Mr.  Beecher's  relations  to  my- 
self. The  extent  of  this  misrepresentation,  even  by  well  meaning-journals, 
is  showTi  by  the  following  extract  from  the  New  York  Express : 

"  *  Something  under  the  circumstances  was  due  to  the  public,  Mr.  Beecher 
should  remember,  as  well  as  to  his  peculiar  friends,  Mr.  Bowen  and  Mr.  Til- 
ton  ;  and  hence,  while  it  was  well  enough  to  forgive  them  for  the  great — we 
had  almost  said  the  irreparable,  injury  they  have  done  him,  it  is  to  be  re- 
gretted that  he  did  not  bring  the  alleged  slanderer  or  slanderers  into  open 
court,'  to  be  dealt  with  there  as  they  deserved.' 

*'  The  above  indicates  the  feeling  of  a  great  many  good  men  and  women  as 
to  my  supposed  unjust  behavior  towards  Mr.  Beecher,  and  is  based  on  the 
notion  that  I  have  slandered  a  clergymao,  that  I  have  retracted  the  slander, 
and  that  I  have  been  forgiven  by  him  and  magnanimously  restored  to  his  con- 
fidence. This  impression,  which  is  now  becoming  general,  is  a  grievous 
wrong  to  me  and  my  family.  No  longer  can  I  consent  to  remain  in  a  false 
position  before  the  public.  I  therefore  append  the  following  statement  by 
Mr.  Beecher." 

Mr.  Evarts. — What  is  the  date  of  that  ? 

Mr,  Morris, — The  date  of  that  is  the  31st  of  May,  1873.  Then  follows 
the  letter  of  contrition,  with  four  or  five  words  only  stricken  out,  to  which  iB 
added: 

**  Tlie  above  document  will  show  whether  it  is  I  who  have  wronged  Mr. 
Beecher,  or  Mr.  Beecher  who  has  wronged  me. 

**  Theodore  Tilton." 

This  card  was  shown  to  Mr.  Beecher  on  the  same  day  by  Mr.  Moulton, 
and  he  was  informed  that  unless  he  published  a  card  relieving  Mr.  Tilton 
from  the  unjust  odium  cast  upon  him  by  the  publication  of  the  covenant, 
that  he,  Mr.  Tilton,  would  publish  this,  and  at  the  same  time  Mr.  Moulton 
submitted  to  Mr.  Beecher  for  his  consideration  a  card  which  Mr.  Tilton  bad 
prepared  for  him,  Mr.  Beecher,  to  publish.  He  had  his  choice — publish  the 
card  that  was  proposed  or  one  similiar  for  himself,  or  Mr.  Tilton  would  pub- 
lish this  card  in  his  own  vindication. 

You  will  perceive,  gentlemen,  that  in  this  proposed  card  of  Mr.  Tilton, 
he  makes  no  charge  against  Mr.  Beecher.  He  accuses  Mr.  Beecher  of  no 
crime  whatever.  He  does  not  say  that  Mr.  Beecher  has  beengiulty  of  adultery 
with  his  wife.  He  makes  no  charge  whatever,  but  he  simply  proposes  to 
print  the  letter  of  contrition  written  by  Mr.  Beechet,  on  the  1st  of  Januaiyv 
1871 ;  that  is  all.  He  makes  him  his  own  accuser;  he  holds  up  before  him  his 
own  written  confession  of  guilt,  and  appalled  by  the  prospect,  bewildered  at 
the  idea  of  the  publication  of  that  letter,  what  does  he  do  ?    He  writes  this* 

**May  31,  1873.     To  the  Trustees  of  Plymouth  Church:  I  tender  hero 
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with  my  resignatioii  of  the  sacred  ministry  of  Plymouth  Church.  For  two 
years  I  have  stood  with  great  sorrow  amongst  you,  in  order  to  shield  from 
ahame  a  certain  household.  Since  a  recent  publication  makes  this  no  longer 
possible,  I  resign  my  ministry  and  retire  to  private  life. 

*'  Henry  Ward  Beecher.'* 
With  that  he  goes  to  Moulton  on  Saturday  night,  May  31st,  1873,  and  de- 
livers it  to  him.  Moulton  then  chides  him  and  calls  him  a  coward.  He  takes 
this  card,  Theodore  Tilton  being  present,  not  in  the  same  part  of  the  house 
with  him,  but  there  at  Moulton^s — he  takes  this  card,  this  letter  of  resigna- 
tion, and  shows  it  to  Mr.  Tilton.  That  is  what  Mr.  Beecher  proposes  to  do 
to  end  this.     Theodore  Tilton  turns  to  Mr.  Moulton  and  says: 

*'If  he  publishes  that  with  such  a  reason,  I  will  shoot  him  on  the  spot. 
If  he  resigns  his  ministry  with  such  a  stain  as  that  left  upon  my  family,  I 
will  not  stand  it,  I  will  not  permit  it.  As  well  might  he  come  out  and  con- 
fess at  once,  because  that  is  a  confession,  and  it  would  brand  and  blast  my 
family." 

*' Among,"  says  Mr.  Beecher,  *' the  last  desperate  efforts  to  restrain  him 
from  overwhelming  himself,  his  family,  myself,  the  Church,  and  the  whole 
community  with  tiie  foetid  flood  of  scandal,  which  he  had  by  this  time  ac- 
cumulated, were  those  connected  with  the  charges  by  Mr.  West.  .  .  .  Mr. 
Moulton  insisted  that  everything  must  be  done  to  prevent  this  trial,  as  the 
Examining  Committee  was  likely  to  be  equally  divided  whether  the  facts 
sustained  Mr.  Tilton's  plea,  whether  he  was  out  of  the  Church  or  not.  I 
was  so  determined  to  carry  out  my  pledges  to  Moulton,  for  him,  and  to  do  all 
in  human  power  to  save  him  even  from  himself,  tliat  I  was  ready  to  resign,  if 
that  would  stop  the  scandal.  I  wrote  a  letter  of  resignation,  nut  referring  to 
the  charges.  It  was  not  delivered.  1  considered  that  it  would  be  a  useless 
sacrifice  to  do  it." 

In  connection  with  this  fact  let  me  call  your  attention  to  tlie  fact  that  the 
chargt-a  referred  to  by  Mr.  Beecher  as  being  the  occasion  for  writing  this  let- 
ter of  resignation,  on  the  30th  of  May,  1873,  to  wit,  the  charges  preferred  by 
Mr.  West  against  Mr.  Tilton,  were  not  made  until  the  17th  of  the  following 
October.       The    plea  to  which  he  refers    as  being   the  cause,    and    con- 
cerning which  Mr.  Moulton  thought  the  committee  would  be  divided,  was  not 
made  until  the  20th  of  October  following,  and  at  the  time  that  this  letter  of 
resignation  was  written  the  charges  had  not  been  made;  no  steps  had  been 
taken  towards  making  them.      Talk  had  been  had  in  the  church  with  refer- 
ence to  investigating  the  facts  connected  with  the  Woodhull  publication,  in 
reference  to  Mr.  Tilton^s  connection  with  the  church  after  the  publication  of 
the  biography,  but  the  firsc  notification  that  Mr.  Beecher  had,  or  intinmtion 
that  these  charges  were  to  be  preferred,  was  on  the  2otli  of  June,  1873,  and 
the  charges  were  made  the  following  October,  the  plea  the  20th  of  October. 
Ko,  gentlemen,  it  was  not  to  save  Mr.  Tilton  from  the  investigation  of  these 
charges  that  Mr.  Beecher  wrote  his  letter  of  resignation  and  wa»  willing  to  re- 
^gn  from  Plymouth  Church  and  retire  to  private  life,  but  it  was  because  Mr. 
Tilton  was  going  to  publish  his  letter  of  contrition,  which  he  regarded,  and 
which  is  a  confession  of  his  guilt ;  that  is  all.      Mr.  Tilton  proposed  to  make 
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no  accusation  Against  him;  he  made  no  accusation  in  this  card;  he  made  no 
charge  whatever.     He  let  Mr.  Beecher  be  his  own  accuser.     He  says : 

^*  I  will  publish  that  card,"  and  all  that  it  contains,  aside  from  the  mere  in- 
troductory portion  of  it,  is  the  letter  of  contrition. 

.  Appalled  at  the  prospect,  driven  to  frenzy  at  the  idea  of  that  letter  being 
made  public,  he  writes  his  resignation,  and  offers  to  retire  from  Plymouth 
Church,  and  it  was  only  the  course  taken  by  Mr.  Moulton  and  the  coorage 
that  Mr.  Moulton  infused  in  him  on  that  occosion,  that  saved  Mr.  Beecher  to 
Plymouth  Church.  On  the  Slst  of  May,  1873,  Henry  Ward  Beecher  would 
have  ceased  to  be  the  pastor  of  Plymouth  Church  had  it  not  been  for  FranciB 
D.  Moulton,  of  whom  that  very  church  subsequently  cried  out:  **  Kill  him  I 
kill  him!"  Do  you  doubt,  gentlemen,  what  this  letter  of  contrition  refers 
to  ?  Do  you  doubt  its  meaning  and  its  import  when  the  mere  idea  of  its  pub- 
lication drove  the  author  of  that  letter  to  resign  from  his  church,  from  his 
position;  willing  to  give  up  his  ministry  and  retire  to  private  life  simply  be- 
cause a  recent  publication  made  it  no  longer  possible  for  him  to  maintain 
these  secrets  ?  The  publication  he  refers  to  was  the  "  tripartite  covenant," 
and  the  comment  resulting  from  that,  unfavorable  to  Mr.  Tilton,  and  Mr. 
Tilton^s  determination  at  last,  to  relieve  himself  from  this  unjust  odium,  or 
compel  Mr.  Beecher  to  relieve  him ;  and  when  that  was  brought  to  his  mind, 
and  he  could  see  no  way  out  of  it  at  that  time,  wearied  with  his  sufferings  he 
determined  to  put  an  end  to  them  in  this  way,  by  resigning  his  ministry  and 
retiring  to  private  life. 

And  on  the  following  morning,  June  1st,  in  utter  despair  and  desolation 
at  the  prospect  before  him,  he  writes  to  Mr.  Moulton  this  letter: 

**The  whole  earth  is  tranquil  and  the  heaven  is  serene,  as  befits  one  who 
has  about  finished  his  world  life.  I  could  do  nothing  on  Saturday,  my  head 
was  confused."  [Saturday  was  the  day  that  his  attention  was  called  to  the 
intended  publication  of  that  letter  of  contrition.]  .  .  .  "I  have  deter* 
mined  to  make  no  more  resistance.  Theodore's  temperament  is  such  that  the 
future,  even  it  temporarily  earned,  would  be  absolutely  worthless,  filled  with 
abrupt  changes,  rendering  me  liable  at  any  hour  or  day  to  be  obliged  to  stul- 
tify all  the  devices  by  which  we  have  saved  ourselves.  It  is  only  fair  that  f  e 
should  know  that  the  publication  of  the  card  which  he  proposes  would  leave 
him  worse  off  than  before."  * 

What  is  there  in  this  card  that  was  going  to  so  affect  Mr.  Tilton  ?  What 
is  there  in  it  that  is  going  to  leave  him  worse  off  than  before  ?  What  is  it 
that  is  going  to  leave  him  so  badly  off?  Why,  because  the  crime  against  bi« 
family  will  then  be  revealed.  He  now  has  the  knowledge  of  it,  but  few  know 
it.  The  publication  of  that  card  will  leave  him  worse  off,  because  that  will 
reveal  the  fact  that  a  blight  has  come  upon  his  family,  and  a  blight  upon  the 
children  to  which  it  attaches.  That  is  why  the  card  would  leave  him  worse 
off  than  before.  Better  suffer  now  even  as  you  are  suffering  than  publish  that 
card,  because  if  you  do  you  reveal  the  crime;  in  revealing  the  crime  yon 
blast  your  own  family.  **  The  agreement  was  made  after  my  letter  through 
you  was  written."  This  is  the  letter  which,  through  him,  was  written.  Ha 
had  it  a  year: 
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**  He  had  condoned  his  wife's  fault.  He  had  enjoined  upon  me  with  the 
utmost  earnestness  and  solemnity  not  to  betray  his  wife,  nor  leave  his  children 
to  a  blight.  I  had  honestly  and  earnestly  joined  in  the  purpose,  and  this  has 
been  perverted." 

What  did  he  mean  when  he  enjoined  upon  him  with  this  earnestness  not 
to  leave  his  children  to  a  blight?  Why,  he  implored  him  not  to  make  a  con- 
fession, that  would  reveal  the  guilt,  not  to  do  as  another  faithfu4  member  of 
his  church  was  advising  him  to  do,  make  a  confession  to  his  church  of  the 
crime  that  he  had  committed.  Mr.  Tilton  implored  him  not  to  make  such  a 
confession,  because  such  a  confession  would  leave  his  children  to  a  blight. 
And  that  is  what  he  means  when  he  says  that  Tilton  had  enjoined  upon  him 
witli  the  utmost  earnestness  and  solemnity,  not  to  betray  his  wife,  nor  leave 
his  children  to  a  blight.  **  Don't  confess  your  crime;  if  you  do,  you  leave  my 
children  to  a  blight.*'  He  promised  not  to  confess,  and  but  for  that  promise, 
or  but  for  that  appeal,  in  all  probability,  he  would  have  yielded  to  the  appeal 
of  another  who  counseled  him  to  confess  before  his  church,  as  he  had  stated  he 
had  confessed  before  his  God,  and  obtain  its  forgiveness,  as  he  professed  to 
have  obtained  the  forgiveness  of  his  God. 

*^ I  shall  write  for  the  public  a  statement  that  will  bear  the  light  of  the 
judgment  day.  God  will  take  care  of  me  and  mine.  .  .  .  But,  oh  I  that 
I  could  put  in  golden  letters  my  deep  sense  of  your  faithful,  earnest,  undying 
fidelity,  your  disinterested  friendship  !  Your  noble  wife,  too,  has  been  to  me 
one  of  God's  comforters.  .  .  ,  Therefi»re,  there  is  no  use  in  further  try- 
ing. I  liave  a  strong  feeling  upon  me,  and  it  brings  great  peace  with  it,  that 
I  am  spending  my  last  Sunday  and  preaching  my  last  sermon." 

'^  I  shall  write  a  statement  that  will  bear  the  light  of  the  judgment  day. 
I  shall  confess  before  my  church  and  before  the  world  the  sin  that  I  have 
committed,  and  end  my  earthly  suffering  by  taking  my  own  life."  If  the 
letter  means  anything  other  than  this,  I  should  like  to  hear  it  explained. 
**He  had  condoned  his  wife's  fault."  What  had  his  wife  done?  What 
had  she  been  charged  with  doing  ?  What  fault  had  she  committed  ? 
His  advice  to  her  was  no  fault.  .Mr.  Beecher's  advice  to  his  wife,  favor- 
ing a  separation,  was  no  fault  of  Mrs.  Tilton's  that  required  coudone- 
ment  at  the  hands  of  her  husband.  ^*  He  had  condoned  his  wife*s 
fault."  He  had  implored  him  not  to  leave  his  children  to  a  blight.  What 
was  going  to  cast  a  blight  upon  the  children  but  the  one  crime  that  we 
charge  ?  That  is  the  crime  that  would  cast  a  blight  upon  the  children,  and 
the  only  crime  that  would.  But,  as  I  have  said,  gentlemen,  on  this  occa- 
Bon,  on  the  81st  of  May,  1873,  Mr.  Moulton  saved  Mr.  Beecher  to  Plymouth 
Church.  Now,  in  answer  to  the  letter  which  was  written,  to  which  I  have 
called  your  attention,  on  Sunday  morning,  June  1st,  Mr.  Moulton  immediately 
sent  a  letter,  from  which  I  will  read  now  but  one  sentence : 

^*  June  Ist, — ^I  don't  think  it  impossible  to  frame  a  letter  which  will  cover 
the  case." 

On  the  evening  of  June  the  1st,  1878,  Mr.  Carpenter,  to  whom  I  have 
aOiided,  attended  Plymouth  Church.  After  the  service  was  over,  Mr.  Beecher 
called  Mr.  Carpenter  aside  and  said  to  him  in  great  anxiety,   **  Have  you 
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seen  Theodore?"  He  replied,  **Xo;"and  then  Mr.  Beecher  said,  "He  is 
going  to  publish  my  letter."  Mr.  Carpenter  replied,  '*WelI,  what  of  itf 
The  answer  came,  **  It  will  be  my  ruin  and  his,  too,  bi  cause  he  ran  not  rise 
on  my  ruin."  What,  I  ask  you,  in  view  of  these  accumulated  and  accuran- 
lating  facts,  does  that  letter  refer  to,  the  bare  publication  of  which  is  going 
to  destroy  its  author  and  destroy  the  man  for  whom  it  was  written  ?  What 
does  it  mean*?  "  It  will  be  my  ruin  and  his  too."  How  will  it  be  his  ruin  ? 
How  will  it  ruin  cither  Mr.  Beecher  or  Mr.  Tilton,  except  there  is  but  the 
one  inference  to  be  drawn  from  that  letter  ?  And  there  is  but  the  one  infer- 
ence, and  that  is  the  existence  of  criminal  relation  between  Mr.  Beecher  and 
Mrs.  Tilton,  the  knowledge  of  which  would  ruin  both,  would  cast  a  blight 
upon  both,  and  ruin  his  family.  After  church  he  goes  around  to  Mr.  Moul- 
ton's  in  company  with  Mr.  Carpenter,  and  on  his  way  exclaims: 

**I  can  bear  anything  but  the  sufferings  of  others  for  my  fault.  If  Theo- 
dore will  not  do  this  thing,  publish  that  letter;  if  he  will  "withhold  it,  I  will 
divide  my  fame  and  my  fortune  with  him." 

Oh  I  what  terrible  thing  does  this  letter  allude  to  that  should  induce 
such  expressions;  that  should  make  him  fear  that  the  knowledge  of  its  exist- 
ence would  bring  ruin  upon  him  ?  To  suppress  its  publication,  he  would 
divide  his  fortune  and  divide  his  fame.  What,  what,  I  ask  you,  does  it  allude 
to  ?  Need  I  tell  you,  as  sensible,  reasoning,  intelligent  men,  that  there  is  but 
one  crime,  but  one  domestic  crime,  that  a  man  can  be  guilty  of,  the  disclosure 
of  which  would  lead  to  such  consequences  as  the  publication  of  this  letter 
would  have  led  in  the  estimation  of  Mr,  Beecher  at  that  time  ?  Well,  hi 
went  around  that  night,  the  evening  of  the  31st  of  May,  1873,  to  Moulton's. 
his  faithful  friend  and  true,  as  Mr.  Beecher  said  as  late  as  the  5th  of  July  last, 
putting  his  arms  around  his  neck,  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Robinson,  *'God 
never  raised  up  a  truer  friend  to  man  than  he." 

And  this  true  friend,  when  he  went  to  him  in  his  sore  distress  and  trouble, 
not  knowing  what  to  do,  which  way  to  turn,  devised  a  mode  of  temporary 
escape,  and  instead  of  writing  a  statement  that,  as  intimated  in  the  letter  of 
the  1st,  would  bear  the  light  of  the  judgment  day,  this  card  is  prepared  : 

**To  the  Editor  of  The  BrooUyn  Eagle:  June  2nd,  1873.  Dear  Si»— 
I  have  maintained  silence  respecting  the  slanders  which  have  for  some  time 
past  followed  me.  I  should  not  sj)eak  now  but  for  the  sake  of  relieving 
another  of  unjust  imputations.  The  document  that  was  recently  published 
bearing  my  name  with  others,  was  published  without  consultation  either 
with  me  or  with  Mr.  Tilton,  nor  with  any  authorization  from  us.  If  thit 
document  should  lead  the  public  to  regard  Theodore  Tilton  as  the  author  of 
the  calumnies  to  which  it  alludes,  it  will  do  him  a  great  injustice.  I  am  un- 
willing that  he  should  even  seem  to  be  responsible  for  injurious  statements 
whose  force  was  derived  wholly  from  others." 

The  unjust  imputations  referred  to  in  this  card  were  that  Mr.  Tilton  had 
slandered  Mr.  Beecher,  had  accused  him  falsely  of  committing  crime,  and  bad 
been  forgiven  by  him.  To  relieve  him  from  these  unjust  imputations  of 
having  done  him  a  wrong,  he  published  this,  and  he  says,  in  effect,  **Mr. 
Tilton  has  not  slandered  me,  Mr.  Tilton  has  not  wronged  me,  and  I  should  be 
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▼ery  sorry  if  tlic  public  should  remvo  that  impression,  that  he  has  slandered 
me.  because  others,  and  not  he,  are  to  blame;  he  has  not  slandered  me." 
This,  gentlemcD,  was  June  2,  1873.  It  was  the  day  after  the  writing  of  the 
letter  to  which  I  have  called  your  attention.  It  was  two  days  after  the 
writing  of  the  letter  of  resignation.  With  the  publication  of  that,  Mr.  Til- 
ton  was  satisfied,  and  tlie  card  that  he  intended  to  publish  was  withheld.  All 
that  he  asked  was  that  lie  should  not  be  held  up  as  having  slandered  Mr. 
Beecher,  when  he  had  not  slandered  him ;  that  he  should  not  be  put  in  the 
attitude  of  having  been  magnanimously  forgiven  by  Mr.  Beecher,  when  it 
was  he  who  had  shown  the  magnanimity  toward  Mr.  Beecher.  AIL 
that  he  asked  was  not  that  the  secret  be  exposed,  but  that  Mr. 
Beecher  would  say  some  word,  however  little,  to  relieve  him  from  this 
unjust  imputation.  And  when  Mr.  Beecher  spoke  the  word  that  he  did  in 
that  card  on  Monday,  June  2d,  Mr.  Tilton  refrained  from  publishing  his  card 
or  rather  refrained  from  publishing  Mr.  Beecher's  own  accusation  against 
himself.  As  might  naturally  be  expected,  the  publication  of  such  a  card 
from  Mr.  Beecher  at  such  n  time,  and  under  such  circuritstances,  caused  a 
good  deal  of  anxious  inquiry  on  the  part  of  members  of  the  church.  They 
could  not  understand  why  it  was  that  Mr.  Beecher  should  publish  a  card  of 
that  kind,  relieving  Mr.  Tilton  from  the  imputation  of  having  slandered  him« 
of  having  spoken  falsely  against  him.  They  could  not  understand  this, 
because  at  that  time,  June  the  2d,  1873,  or  prior  to  that  time,  Mr.  Tilton  had 
pablished  the  Woodhull  biography.  Upon  the  publication  of  that,  steps 
were  taken  in  the  church  to  have  his  name  dropped  from  the  roll  of  member- 
ship. He  had  presided  at  the  Steinway  Hall  meeting,  which  had  subjected 
him  to  a  good  deal  ot*  criticism.  His  letter  to  Bowen  had  been  published,  in 
which  Bowen  made  certain  charges  of  moral  delinquency  against  Mr.  Beecher. 
His  letter  to  a  complaining  friend  had  been  published,  in  which  he  said : 

**8owhen  you  prompt  me  to  speak  for  her,  you  countervail  her  more 
Christian  mandate  of  silence.  Moreover,  after  all,  the  chief  victim  of  the 
public  displeasure  is  myself  alone,  and  so  long  as  this  is  happily  the  case,  I 
shall  try  with  patience  to  keep  my  answer  within  my  own  breast,  lest  it  shoot 
forth  like  a  thunderbolt  through  other  hearts.*' 

His  story  to  Mrs.  Bradshaw  had  been  told  two  years.  Mr.  Beecher  was 
aware  of  the  fact.  Members  in  his  church  knew  that  that  story  had  been 
told  to  Mrs.  Bradshaw ;  that  he  had  accused  him  directly  of  criminal  intimacy 
with  his  wife.  His  criticisms  upon  Mr.  Beecher's  course  had  been  published 
in  The  Oclden  Age,  containing,  among  other,  the  following  language : 

*'To  think  one  thing  and  say  another;  to  hold  one  philosophy  in  public 
mod  another  in  private ;  to  offer  one  morality  to  the  multitude  and  keep 
another  for  oneVself,  is  a  degradation  of  no  man  so  much  as  a  minister,  and 
a  blot  upon  nothing  so  much  as  upon  religion." 

It  was  after  all  these  things  had  taken  place,  it  was  after  Mr.  Tilton  had 
done  all  these  things,  on  the  2d  of  June,  1873,  that  Mr.  Beecher  published 
this  card  concerning  him,  relieving  him  from  all  these  unjust  imputations, 
giving  it  to  be  understood  by  the  world  that  he  had  never  injured  him,  never 
qpoken  untruthfully  of  and  concemiug  him,  which  was  the  truth. 


320  OPENING    ADDRESS    OP    MB.     MORRIS        [(iiht^^y. 

So  that  you  see,  gentlemen,  that  it  was  the  most  natural  thing  in  the  world 
that  Mr.  Bcecher's  friends  should  be  astonished,  knowing  the  facts.  Know- 
ing that  Mr.  Tilton  had  accused  liim  of  adultery  with  his  wife,  knowing  that 
he  had  done  these  things,  I  say  it  was  the  most  natural  thing  in  the  world 
that  thev  should  be  astonished  at  such  a  letter  at  such  a  time  from  Mr. 
Beecher  in  regard  to  Mr.  Tilton.  But  he  had  no  alternative.  Better  to  resort 
to  that  device;  better  bear  the  criticisms  that  that  letter  evoked;  better  bear 
the  blame  which  that  would  call  down  upon  him, — better  do  anything  than 
have  his  letter — his  own  letter — published  to  the  world.  It  would  proclaim 
his  guilt.  It  was  to  prevent  that  catastrophe  that  he  consented  to  the  publi- 
cation of  this  card.  lie  had  no  alternative — **  Do  that,  or  I  will  do  this" 
was  the  command  of  Mr.  Tilton  upon  that  occasion.  Guided  by  the  wise 
counsels  of  Mr.  Moulton,  he  published  this  card. 

For  the  moment,  again,  the  storm  had  passed.  The  friend  whom  God  had 
sent  him  in  his  sore  extremity  had  with  his  hand  again  tied  up  the  storm  that 
was  about  to  burst  on  their  heads,  and  again  there  was  partial  peace  concern- 
ing this  crime.  BUt,  as  I  have  said  before,  it  could  not  last  long.  Deeper 
and  deeper  was  he  being  involved  in  difficulty.  His  extrication  from  one 
difficulty  involved  him  in  a  still  greater.  Temporarily  preventing  the  publi- 
cation of  this  letter  induced  inquiry  concerning  its  publication  on  the  part  of 
his  friends  and  members  of  his  congregation.  So  it  goes  on,  step  by  step, 
one  difficulty  coming  up  aftef  another,  and  as  fast  as  one  device  is  resorted 
to,  another  becoming  requisite,  until  the  difficulties  at  last  so  accumulate  that 
no  power  on  earth  can  prevent  the  storm.  The  hand  that  for  four  years  had 
held  the  gathering  storm,  at  last,  fell  powerless  by  the  side  of  his  friend,  and 
the  storm  came.  And  when  the  storm  came,  all  the  fury  of  the  gale  was 
attempted  to  be  turned  upon  the  head  of  this  God-sent  friend  who  for  so  long 
a  period  had  staved  off  the  day  of  reckoning. 

Having  allayed  the  excitement  in  the  church,  having  prevented  the 
investigation  there,  other  difficulties  come  up.  Steps  are  being  taken  to 
initiate  a  council,  and  in  his  anxiety  to  ward  off  the  threatening  dangers  that 
were  gathering  about  him,  he  again  appeals  to  his  friend: 

**  Sunday  night"  [no  date] :  **  My  dear  friend:  The  Eagle  ought  to  have 
nothing  to-night.  It  is  that  meddling  which  stirs  up  our  folks.  Neither 
you  nor  Theodore  ought  to  be  troubled  by  the  side  which  you  served  so 
faithfully  in  public.  The  Deacons'  meeting,  I  think,  is  adjourned.  I  saw 
Bell.  It  was  a  friendly  movement.  The  only  next  near  danger  is  the  women 
Morrill,  Bradshaw,  and  the  poor,  dear  child." 

And  what  was  this  danger  ?  Mrs.  Morrill  knew  and  Mrs.  Bradshaw  knew 
this  dread  secret,  and  he  was  afraid  that  the  poor,  dear  child,  as  he  calls  her, 
too,  might  talk ;  might  confess  again.  And  it  was  from  them  that  he  appre- 
hended danger.  How  to  get  rid  of  that,  how  to  guard  against  that,  he  did 
not  know.  Always  in  these  extremities,  in  these  dificulties,  he  turns  to  his 
friend  Moulton. 

**  If  the  papers  will  hold  off  a  month  we  can  ride  out  the  gale,  and  make 
safe  anchorage,  and  then,  when  once  we  are  in  deep,  tranquil  waters,  we  will 
all  join  hands  in  a  profound  and  genuine;  hius  Deo,  for  through  such  a  wil- 
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deniess  only  a  Divine  Providence  could  have  led  as  nndevoured  by  the  open- 
mouthed  beasts  that  lay  in  wait  for  our  lives.'! 

And  all  this  about  nothing!  All  this  because  he  had  given,  not  injudi- 
cious, but  judicious  advice — advice  that  it  was  his  duty  to  give. 

*' Sunday,  A.  M."  [No  date— upon  the  same  point] — *•  Your  interview  last 
night  was  very  beneficial,  and  gave  confidence.  This  must  be  looked  after. 
It  is  vain  ta  build  if  the  foundation  sinks  under  every  effort." 

Your  interview  gave  confidence ;  your  interview  with  Halliday  last  night 
gave  confidence.  How  did  it  give  confidence  ?  Why,  by  that  faithfulness 
which  characterized  his  course  for  four  years,  he  had  allayed  Mr.  Halliday's 
suspicions,  and  that  had  given  confidence.  That  is  the  point  that  must  be 
looked  to.  Under  no  consideration  must  the  truth  be  known,  and  whenever, 
by  any  device,  whether  by  an  evasive  answer,  or  by  a  suggestion  made  by  his 
friend,  succeeds  in  suppressing  the  truth,  then  he  is  sent  of  the  Deity  to  pro- 
tect and  to 'save  him  I  But,  as  I  said,  at  last  the  charges  came,  and  one  specifica- 
tion of  those  charges  is,  that  he  had  stated  that  he  had  discovered  a  criminal 
intimacy  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  his  wife,  and  the  name  of  as  respectable,  as 
Christian  a  woman  as  lives  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn  was  given  as  a  witness.  And 
with  this  fact  upon  the  records  of  the  church,  he  has  been  denounced  through- 
oat  the  land  as  having  preferred  a  false  charge,  and  never  until  after  the  In- 
vestigating Committee  was  appointed,  having  accused  his  pastor  of  the  crime 
of  adultery  with  his  wife.  There  is  the  record,  known  and  read  of  all  con- 
nected with  the  church.  Well,  this  charge  made  by  Mr.  West,  not  yielding 
to  the  counsels  and  the  persuasions  of  Mr.  Beecher,  but  actuated  by  a  con- 
scientious sense  of  his  own  duty— created  another  contingency.  Other  devices 
most  be  resorted  to  to  prevent  this  investigation,  because,  if  this  investiga- 
tion goes  on,  most  assuredly  the  truth  must  come  out.  What  device  can  we 
resort  to  ?  Again  he  turns  to  his  God-sent  friend,  Moulton,  and  the  device 
is  arranged  and  agreed  upon  by  Mr.  Beecher,  by  Mr.  Moulton,  and  by  Mr. 
Tilton.  And  this  is  the  device.  Mr.  Tilton  is  to  write  a  letter  stating  that 
four  years  ago  he  had  withdrawn  voluntarily  from  the  church,  since 
which  time  he  had  not  been  a  member,  and,  therefore,  was  not 
amenable  to  their  process.  Such  a  letter  was  written  ;  and  for  that  de- 
Tice,  when  Mr.  Beecher  the  next  day  met  him,  he  clasped  him  by  the  hands  and 
exclaimed,  **  Theodore,  God  inspired  you  to  write  that  letter."  Well,  that 
was  a  successful  device.  It  prevented  the  investigation  into  the  truth  of  the 
charge  that  Mr.  West  had  made  against  Mr.  Tilton  of  slandering  the  pastor 
of  the  church.  But  what  was  to  be  done  in  order  to  prevent,  in  the  conclu- 
sion of  that  matter,  any  refiection  upon  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A  simple  preamble 
reciting  the  facts  of  his  having  voluntarily  withdrawn  from  the  Church,  and 
then  a  resolutiou  that  the  record  be  corrected  in  accordance  with  the  fact 
was  agreed  upon. 

But  on  the  81st  day  of  October,  when  the  Committee  were  to  make  their 
report,  Mr.  Tilton  hearing  that  a  different  report  was  to  be  made  by  the  Com- 
mittee, and  that  he  was  to  be  placed  in  the  attitude  of  having  shrunk  from 
his  duty  and  of  having  avoided  investigation  or  trial  by  this  special  plea  of 
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lion-membership,  wrote  a  letter  to  the  committee  which  was  shown  to  Mr. 
Beecher,  a  sentence  of  which  I  will  read : 

Mr,  Beach. — What  is  the  date  of  it  ? 

Mr,  Morris.— Slat  of  October,  1873.  "I  therefore  say,  first,  I  have  never 
spoken  against  Mr.  Beecher  falsely;  and  second,  if  either  he  or  the  com- 
mittee shall  request  me  to  waive  my  non-membership  and  take  ray  position 
once  again  as  a  member,  I  will  do  so  long  enough  to  appear  this  evening  at 
the  meeting  to  answer  before  the  assembled  congregation  the  following  qnes- 
tions  from  either  Mr.  Beecher  or  the  committee,  namely,  *  Have  you,  Theo- 
dore Tilton,  ever  spoken  against  Henry  Ward  Beecher  falsely  ?' " 

And  he  did  go  there  that  night  and  attended  this  meeting  of  Plymouth 
Church,  and  when  tlie  report  was  made  reflecting  upon  him  and  putting  him 
in  the  attitude  of  having  slandered  Mr.  Beecher,  and  then  of  having  failed 
to  meet  the  charge  by  putting  in  the  special  plea  of  non-membership,  he  went 
there  before  the  assembled  congregation,  and  spoke  in  the  presence  of  that 
assembled  congregation,  and  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Beecher,  as  follows  : 

**  I  therefore  have  come  here  to-night,  not  from  any  obligation  of  member- 
ship, since  I  am  not  a  member,  and  not  summoned  by  your  committee,  for  no 
committee  has  summoned  me  (it  was  a  mere  notification),  but  of  my  own 
free  will,  prompted  by  my  self-respect,  and  as  a  matter  vital  to  my  life  and 
honor,  to  say  in  Mr.  Beecher's  presence,  surrounded  here  by  his  friends, 
that  if  I  have  slandered  him  I  am  ready  to  answer  for  it  to  the  man  whom 
I  have  slandered.  If,  therefore,  the  minister  of  this  church  has  anything 
whereof  to  accuse  me,  let  him  now  speak,  and  I  shall  answer,  as  Qod  is  my 
judge." 

What  is  the  answer  ?  What  would  have  been  the  answer  of  an  innocent 
man,  and  what  the  answer  of  a  guilty  man  ?    Hear  it: 

**  I  desire  to  say  further,"  says  Mr.  Beecher,  **  that  I  do  not  believe  that 
Mr.  Tilton  has  desired  in  any  way  whatever  to  shirk  his  proper  responsibility, 
or  to  evade  any  proper  charge  that  might  be  made  by  the  church.  He  asks  if 
I  have  any  charge  to  make  against  him.  I  have  none.  Whatever  differences 
have  been  between  us  have  been  amicably  adjusted,  and,  so  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned, buried.     I  have  no  charges." 

On  the  20th  of  July,  1874,  the  defendant  declared  that  he  could  not  delay 
for  an  hour  to  defend  the  reputation  of  Mrs.  Elizabeth  R.  Tilton,  upon  whose 
name,  in  connection  with  his,  her  husband  had  attempted  to  pour  shame. 
And  yet,  when  the  publication  was  made  on  the  2d  of  November,  1872,  the 
defendant  did  not  rush  to  the  defense  of  the  honor  of  this  Christian  woman. 
And  when  Mr.  West,  in  1873,  charged  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  charged  him  with 
having  committed  adultery  with  his  wife,  giving  the  name  of  the  witness,  he 
then  did  not  rush  to  the  defense  of  the  honor  of  Elizabeth  R.  Tilton.  She, 
a  member  of  his  church,  chai^ged  with  this  crime,  he  charged  with  this  crime 
with  her — instead  of  coming  to  her  defense,  the  defense  of  her  honor,  he 
resorts  to  every  device  that  he  can  imagine  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the 
investigation,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  opportunity  of  vindicating 
her  chastity;  if  he  could,  to  keep  the  thing  buried  up,  and  in  his  own  lan- 
guage, ^*  thought  that  the  church  had  better  try  and  live  it  down,"  while  her 
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reputation  for  chastity  remained  under  this  cloud.  No  attempt,  then  to  'de- 
fend the  honor  of  Mrs.  Elizabeth  R.  Tilton.  And  when  these  charges  are  made, 
coming  from  such  a  source  as  they  did,  the  church,  anxious  for  an  investigation, 
the  opportunity  then  presented  him  of  vindicating  the  honor  of  Elizabeth  R. 
Tilton,  does  he  do  it  ?  No ;  but  he  tries  to  prevent  it  by  a  trick,  by  a  device 
of  words,  leaving  her  to  rest  under  this  charge  of  having  been  debauched  by 
her  own  pastor  !  No  attempt  then  to  rush  to  her  rescue.  Too  late  now  to 
say  that  he  could  not  rest  for  one  hour  when  her  honor  was  attacked,  but 
must  rush  to  her  rescue.  Too  late  now  to  play  the  role  of  the  defender  of  the 
honor  of  Elizabeth  R.  Tilton  I  The  day  is  past.  Years  ago  the  opportunity 
was  presented,  because  the  charge  was  made  against  him  when  her  husband 
was  away  in  a  distant  state;  when  it  was  his  duty;  when  he  was  called  upon 
by  every  obligation  of  honor,  of  manhood,  to  defend  then  Elizabeth  R.  Til- 
ton, and  if  the  infamous  charge  was  false  to  brand  it  as  false.  But  he  does 
not  do  it ;  he  is  as  silent  as  the  grave.  And  so  when  opportunity  after 
opportunity  presents  itself,  she  all  the  time  resting  under  these  charges  and 
these  imputations,  instead  of  rushing  to  her  rescue  and  defending  her  honor, 
he  tries  to  prevent  the  opportunity,  to  set  aside  the  opportunity  in  which  he 
might  defend  her  honor,  and  leaves  her  to  sink  lower  and  lower  in  the 
depths  of  infamy.  Too  late,  I  say,  now,  to  play  the  role  of'defender  of  the 
honor  of  Elizabeth  R.  Tilton. 

The  following  month,  during  November,  1873,  preliminary  steps  were 
taken  to  call  the  council.  On  the  9th  of  November — Sunday — Mr.  Beecher 
met  Mr.  Tilton  at  Moulton's,  his  friend,  where  he  was  in  the  habit  of  going 
almost  daily,  and  he  said,  **  Theodore,  if  you  don't  turn  against  me.  Dr.  Storrs 
can  do  me  no  harm.''  And  during  the  council  a  criticism  was  made  upon  the 
conduct  of  Elizabeth  R.  Tilton  in  having  accused  Mr.  Beecher,  by  a  member 
of  his  own  church,  and  the  very  thought  of  such  a  criticism  at  such  a  time 
against  Mrs.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Tilton,  filled  him  with  horror;  and  he  writes 
again  to  his  friend  Moulton  (for  he  always  turned  to  him  in  these  hours  of 
sore  extremity)  and  he  says — again  it  is  Sunday — **  Sunday  night " — all  these 
plottings  and  plannings,  pretty  much,  were  the  work  of  the  Sabbath : 

**  My  dear  Frank,  is  there  to  be  no  end  to  this  trouble  ?  Is  wave  to  follow 
wave  in  endless  succession  ?  I  was  cut  to  the  heart  when  C.  showed  me  the 
shameful  paragraph  from  The  Union,  Its  cruelty  is  beyond  expression.  I 
felt  like  lying  down  and  saying,  *I  am  tired,  tired,  tired  of  living  or  of 
trying  to  resist  the  devil  of  mischief.'  " 

Every  person  who  did  anything  that  seemed  to  point  to  an  investigation 
or  a  development  of  these  facts  was  the  devil  of  mischief. 

**I  would  rather  have  a  javelin  launched  against  me  a  hundred  times  than 
against  those  that  have  suffered  so  much,  but  there  are  some  slight  allevia- 
tions. The  paragraph  came  when  the  public  mind  was  engaged  with  the 
council,  and  with  Theodore's  letters.  I  hope  it  will  pass  without  further 
notice.  I  must  be  again,  as  I  have  heretofore  been,  indebted  to  you  for 
judicious  counsel.  On  this  new  and  flagrant  element  my  innerniost  soul 
longs  for  peace;  if  that  can  not  be,  for  death." 

And  80  you  see,  gentlemen,  the  terrible  anxiety  and  terrible  agony  that 
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every  step,  that  evtry  movement,  that  everything  that  is  dons  tendinrr  to 
bring  out  the  facts  in  this  case,  causes  Mr.  BeecLer.  I  have  not  read  the 
whole  of  this  letter;  I  will  leave  some  portions  of  it,  as  it  is  not  necessary  to 
do  so,  in  presenting  my  view,  until  we  present  it  formally  in  proof. 

Still  later  he  writes  another  letter  to  Mr.  Moulton,  in  which  he  says: 

**Mr.  Storrs  has  determined  to  force  a  conflict,  and  to  use  one  of  us  to 
destroy  the  other,  if  possible.  I  am  in  hopes  that  Theodore,  who  h.'^s  borne 
so  much,  will  not  consent  to  he  a  flail  in  Storrs'  hands  to  crush  me.'' 

In  the  Spriiig  of  1874,  lonjr  after  the  charge  of  adultery  made  the  30th  of 
December,  1870,  he  writes  this  letter  to  Mr.  Moulton,  and  says  he  hopes  that 
Theodore,  *'  who  has  borne  so  much,  will  not  consent  to  be  a  flail  in  Storrs' 
hands  to  crusl^  me."  And  after  the  council  was  ended,  that  had  given  so 
much  trouble,  and  so  much  anxiety,  and  so  much  fear,  then  again  arose 
another  difficulty — a  difficulty  this  time  more  formidable  than  all  the  others. 

It  was  a  difficulty  that  finally  culminated  in  the  exposure,  and  was  the 
means  of  bringing  us  here  in  this  court,  and  before  this  jury.  After  the 
adjournment  of  the  council,  unfavorable  criticisms,  as  after  the  publication 
of  the  *'  tripartite  covenant,"  were  made  against  Mr.  Tillon,  and  he  was  held 
up  to  the  world  as  one  of  the  worst  of  men,  the  creature  of  Mr.  Beccher's  mag- 
nanimity, and  he  (Beecher)  the  most  magnanimous  and  generous  of  men. 
Again  Mr.  Beecher  is  appealed  to  to  stop  this  cry,  but  again  his  courage  fails 
him,  again  he  manifests  his  cowardice,  because  to  say  to  these  men  who  were 
thus  accusing  ^f^.  Tilton,  to  say  to  Dr.  Bacon:  *' Don't  say  that  about  Theo- 
dore; it  is  not  true;  it  is  not  correct;"  or,  ** Don't  abuse  him;  it  is  not  right; 
he  has  done  nothing  that  justifies  that  abuse.  I  have  wronged  him ;  I  have 
given  him  cause;  don't  say  that;  stop,  please;  stop,  please;  stop  your  abuse." 
He  dare  not  do  that;  he  had  not  the  courage  to  do  it,  because  Dr.  Bacon 
would  then  have  said:  **  What  has  this  man  done  that  he  now  takes  blame 
upon  himself,  and  after  all  that  has  been  said,  and  after  all  these  years,  that 
he  now  comes  forward  and  relieves  Mr.  Tilton  ? "  He  could  not  do  it.  You 
see.  gentlemen,  he  could  not  do  it.  No,  he  had  not  the  courage  to  do  it,  and 
he  let  the  thing  float  along,  taking  the  chances.  It  could  not  be  worse.  To 
do  that  would  place  him  in  the  awful  position  of  having  done  wrong,  and 
these  men,  then,  would  renew  their  inquiry  and  their  energy  to  ascertain  what 
the  truth  was,  and  he  stood  paralyzed,  appalled  at  the  prospect  that  was 
before  him,  arid  at  last,  unwilling  to  do  anything  to  relieve  ^Ir.  Tilton,  Mr. 
Tilt'>n  relieved  himself.  He  published  the  Bacon  letter  that  has  now  become 
historic,  and  ever  will  be.  And  what  was  the  point  in  that  letter  that  rang 
throughout  Christendom  ?  What  was  it  that  brought  on  this  consternation  ? 
What  was  it  that  made  the  Christian  world  stand  aghast  ?  What  was  it  ? 
Any  charge  that  he  had  made  against  him  ?  Oh !  no,  he  simply  said 
he  had  been  guilty  of  an  offense  against  him  and  his  family  some 
years  ago,  but  the  people  paid  no  attention  to  that.  The  press  made  no 
comments  upon  that.  That  they  didn't  look  at.  An  offense !  The  word 
was  indefinite,  and  that  was  not  the  thing  that  caused  such  a  commotion, 
that  caused  such  excitement,  that  caused  everybody  to  ask  every  person 
he    met:  *'Wliat    does  this   mean?      What  great   crime  has  Mr.  Beechei 
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been  guilty  of  ? "  What  was  it  ?  Oh,  it  was  only  a  quotation  from  the  letter 
of  contrition  !  A  few  lines  from  that  letter — a  few  lines  written  by  Henry 
Ward  Beecher  himself  sent  dismay  throughout  the  land.  People  said  and 
people  believed  that  the  great  preacher  of  the  land  had  fallen,  and  that  he 
had  sinned  against  the  commandments,  that  he  had  sinned  against  the  pre- 
cepts of  our  Saviour — that  he  had  committed  adultery  with  a  member  of  his 
own  church,  that  he  had  debauched  the  wife  of  his  bosom  friend.  What 
was  it  ?  What  was  it  that  sent  this  consternation  throughout  the  land  ?  It 
was  Henry  Ward  Beecher  accusing  himself,  standing  before  the  world  as  his 
own  accuser.  Do  you  still  doubt,  gentlemen,  to  what  that  letter  refers  ?  Do 
you  still  doubt,  in  the  face  of  the  facts  that  I  have  already  presented  to  you, 
that  our  charge  is  true,  and  that  Henry  Ward  Beecher  did  debauch  the  wife 
of  Theodore  Til  ton,  the  plaintiff  ?  Do  you  doubt  it  ?  If  you  do,  still  I  have 
hope,  because  I  will  yet  present  to  you  evidence  still  more  conclusive,  still 
more  overwhelming.  I  don't  mean  to  leave  this  case  until  you  are  convinced. 
We  don't  mean  to  loa>e  this  court  until  we  go  out  vindicated.  We  don't 
mean  to  leave  until  justice  has  been  vindicated,  and  until  a  proper  maledic- 
tion, by  your  verdict,  shall  have  been  given  to  this  crime,  this  great  crime  that 
has  been  commiited  by  Henry  Ward  Beecher  against  the  peace,  against  the 
family  of  Theodore  Tilton,  and  against  the  morals  of  the  world. 

[To  the  court:]  If  your  Honor  please,  I  can  close  at  the  morning  session, 
I  think,  without  occupying  the  whole  of  it.  I  have  been  sick  and  laboring 
under  a  great  deal  of  pain  for  two  days,  or  I  should  have  closed  to-day.  I 
will  ask  about  an  hour  in  the  morning. 

JuDOE  Neilson. — I  can  appreciate  the  very  great  labor  that  rests  upon 
the  counsel,  of  course;  still  I  was  very  desirous  that  you  should  have  closed 
to-day,  if  you  could. 

Mr,  Morris, — I  would  like  to  have  an  hour  in  the  morning.  I  am  not 
pthysically  able  to  conclude  my  opening  now. 


SEVENTH  DAY,  JANUARY  13,  1875. 

If  the  bourt  please^  Oentlemen  of  the  jury :  I  shall  not  detain  you  much 
longer  in  what  I  have  to  say  to  you.  At  the  adjournment  of  tlie  court  yester- 
day, I  was  calling  your  attention  to  the  efforts  that  had  been  put  forth  by 
the  defendant  in  this  case  to  prevent  an  investigation,  on  the  part  of  his 
church,  into  the  charges  of  immoralities,  which  had  been  made  against  him, 
and  I  had  also  called  your  attention  to  the  fact  as  to  how  unavailing,  during 
the  four  years  that  have  passed,  have  been  all  the  efforts  to  bury  up  the  fact 
that  we  now  present  to  you.  As  I  stated,  one  difficulty  after  another  presented 
iu»elf,  and  no  sooner  had  a  threatened  investigation  been  averted  by  some 
trick,  by  some  device,  than  another  difficulty  arose,  and  thus  they  continued 
to  accumulate  until  at  last  the  dread  secret  had  to  be  made  [)ublLC ;  and  I  had 
called  your  attention  to  the  manner  in  which  it  was  made  public,  not  by  a 
charge  against  Henry  Ward  Beecher,  but  by  simply  publishing  a  part  of  Mr. 
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Beech er's  letter  of  contrition,  which  was  accepted  by  everybody  almost  as 
being  a  confession  of  guilt.  The  publication  of  that  portion  of  the  letter  of 
contrition  aroused  such  a  spirit  of  inquiry  both  in  and  out  of  the  Cliurcb, 
that  finally  Mr.  Beecher  was  compelled  to  take  action,  with  reference  to  the 
matter,  and  on  the  11th  day  of  July,  1874,  was  published  a  letter  addressed 
to  six  gentlemen,  three  of  his  congregation  and  three  of  the  society,  request- 
ing them  to  make  a  thorough  inyestigation  in  reference  to  the  letter  of 
apology  or  contrition;  and  you  must  remember  when  that  letter  was 
published  in  the  papers,  with  what  satisfaction  it  was  received  by  the 
friends  and  advocates  of  Mr.  Beecher.  **At  last,"  they  say,  "we  are  to 
have  the  truth.  At  last  he  has  taken  steps  to  have  a  thorough  investiga- 
tion. Now  we  will  know  the  truth.  Now  we  will  know  the  foundation  for 
these  rumors  that  have  been  floating  about  for  the  last  four  years.  Now 
we  will  have  a  settlement  forever  of  this  matter." 

That  letter  was  dated  prior  to  that,  on  the  27th  of  June,  I  think.  On 
the  6th  of  July  Mrs.  Tilton,  without  the  knowledge  of  her  husband,  without 
any  intimation  that  a  committee  had  been  appointed,  or  was  contemplated, 
goes  before  the  committee  and  makes  a  statement.  At  this  time  tlie  plaintift' 
knew  nothing  about  the  appointment  of  a  committee  at  all,  if  one  wa8  appoint- 
ed then;  and  on  the  morning  of  the  11th  of  July  Mrs.  Tilton  abandcms  her 
home  and  seeks  shelter  with  the  friends  of  her  seducer;  and  on  that  same 
day  this  letter  is  published,  and  until  then,  until  she  had  appeared  before  the 
committee,  as  she  stated  to  her  husband,  until  they  had  secured  her,  the  let- 
ter was  not  published.  Gentlemen,  she  but  followed  out  the  natural  course 
in  all  such  cases.  The  woman  leaves  her  husband,  and  tak^s  shelter  either 
with,  or  with  the  friends  of,  her  paramour.  But,  gentlemen,  I  call  your  atten- 
tion to  the  very  fact  and  circumstance  of  the  appointing  of  this  committee 
as  evidence  of  the  guilt  of  the  defendant.  Had  he  been  innocent  of  the 
charges  preferred  against  him,  or  had  he  not  been  guilty  of  the  crime  that 
we  now  allege,  what  would  have  been  his  course  ?  Wliat  would  have  been  the 
course  of  any  innocent  man  seeking  a  thorough  and  complete  vindication  of 
his  character  ?  He  would  have  called  upon  the  regular  authorities  of  the 
church  to  have  instituted  the  proceedings.  He  would  have  notified  the  par- 
ties who  had  charges  to  make,  to  appear  before  that  committee  and  attend 
its  investigation;  and  he  would  have  accorded  the  privilege  of  the  party's 
appearing  by  counsel  if  he  appeared  by  counsel. 

And  yet  what  do  we  behold  with  reference  to  this  investigation  ?  Mr. 
Beecher  naming  his  own  committee,  selected  from  his  own  personal  friends, 
the  accuser  having  no  voice  in  it,  not  even  the  church,  except  indirectly, 
when  called  upon  by  him  to  sanction  his  action.  From  that  investigation  the 
plaintiff  is  excluded.  Before  those  six  friends  of  Mr.  Beecher,  appear  a 
number  of  learned  and  astute  lawyers,  Mr.  Tilton  not  being  permitted  to  be 
there  and  cross-examine  witnesses,  or  to  be  present  to  hear  what  they  had  to 
say;  and  I  say,  therefore,  that  the  very  fact  that  this  committee  was  consti- 
tuted as  it  was,  managed  as  it  was,  shows  that  a  thorough  and  truthful  and 
honest  investigation  into  the  facts  was  not  the  purpose  of  the  appointment 
of  that  committee.      Had  a  committee  been  appointed  as  it  should  hive 
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been,  had  the  plaintiH  been  accorded  the  rights  that  should  have  been 
accorded  to  him  in  that  investigation,  had  he' been  treated  with  judicial  im- 
partiality, or  with  any  degree  of  fairness,  we  would  not  have  been  here  to-day 
in  this  tribunal,  you  would  not  have  been  called  upon  to  discharge  the  solemn 
and  important  duty  that  you  will  be  called  upon  to  discharge  in  this  case. 
Bat  with  that  one-sided  and  partisan  committee,  with  their  denunciatory  re- 
port against  the  plaintiff,  in  which  report  the  records  of  the  church  of  which 
they  were  members  were  falsified  and  suppressed,  when  he  was  denounced  by 
this  friendly  committee  appointed  by  the  defendant  to  vindicate  him  at  all 
hazards,  and  to  denounce  and  convict  the  plaintiff  at  all  hazards,  there  was 
no  alternative  left  but  to  bring  him  face  to  face 'before  an  impartial  court, 
before  an  honest  and  impartial  jury.  He  did  not  want  this  suit  brought 
here.  He  went 'to  the  committee  and  he  appealed  to  them  to  bring  him  in 
coart.  They  refused  to  do  it.  He  did  not  want  to  bring  this  action,  because 
it  was  necessary  that  he  should  claim  pecuniary  damages.  It  was  the  only 
mode  of  redress  left  him.  He  wanted  them  to  indict  him  for  slander,  if  he 
had  slandered,  and  take  all  the  risk  and  all  the  chances  of  a  conviction, 
assuming  all  the  burden  upon  himself.     They  declined. 

But,  after  this  case  wa.s  commenced,  and  in  October  last,  the  1st  of  Octo- 
ber, the  defendant  goes  before  the  Grand  Jury  and  procures  an  indictment 
against  Mr.  Tilton  for  libel.  From  that  day  until  we  came  in  court  here  with 
this  case,  we  have  been  beseeching  them,  imploring  them,  making  our  ap- 
peals to  them,  making  our  appeals  to  the  court,  to  bring  on  the  indictment, 
bat  they  would  not,  and  there  was  no  alternative  left,  and  we  brought  our 
action  here,  and  before  you  we  will  bring  our  evidence,  before  you  we  will 
bring  our  wrongs,  the  wrongs  that  we  have  suffered,  to  you  wc  will  present 
our  broken  home.  Before  your  face  we  arraign  the  seducer.  Before  you  we 
arraign  the  man  who  has  brought  upon  us  all  this  desolation,  and  from  you 
we  expect  the  justice  that  has  heretofore  been  denied  us.  Aye,  we  know 
that  we  shall  receive  it,  because  our  cause  is  just,  and  God  is  with  the  right! 
Bat,  gentlemen,  notwithstanding  this  committee  was  appointed  by  the  de- 
fendant in  this  action,  it  was  not  the  design,  it  was  not  the  pui'pose  that  the 
facts  should  be  made  known  even  to  that  committee  when  it  was  appointed. 
Ab  the  defendant  declared,  that  was  not  a  step  of  his  own  choosing,  but  he 
was  driven  to  it  by  his  church.  He  had  to  do  somcthiog,  and  having  to  take 
some  step,  he  had  selected  the  men  himself,  whom  he  declared  could  be  man- 
aged and  controlled ;  and,  in  his  estimation  of  his  men,  he  was  not  deceived. 

But,  again,  as  I  have  said  before,  in  this  his  hour  of  extremity,  he  turns 
again  to  his  friend,  and  another  device  was  hit  upon  but  not  successfully  car- 
ried out  After  the  Bacon  letter,  Mr.  Moulton  prepared  a  statement  for  Mr. 
Beecher  to  make  to  his  congregation,  which  he  promised  to  make  if  he  said 
anjrthing,  Mr.  Moulton  advising  silence ;  and  in  that  proposed  statement  he 
acknowledged  that  he  had  committed  an  offense  against  Theodore  Tilton ; 
bat  he  concludes: 

**I  have  committed  no  crime,  and  if  this  society  believes  that  it  is  due  to 
it  that  I  ahould  reopen  this  already  too  painful  subject,  or  resign,  I  will  re- 
sign.*' 
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That  statement  was  not  made  because  of  the  criticism  made  by  an  astute 
lawyer  that  adultery  was  not  a  crime  at  common  law,  and,  therefore,  that 
statement  did  not  fully  meet  the  question  and  cover  the  ground;  and  from 
the  time  that  this  committee  was  appointed,  from  the  time  that  the  Bacon 
letter  was  published,  on  the  24th  of  June,  1874,  down  to  the  16th  of  July 
following,  we  find  Mr.  Bcecher  in  consultation  with  Mr.  Moulton  day  after 
day,  time  after  time,  writing  him  letters  with  reference  to  the  matter.  On 
the  10th  of  July  he  writes  him  a  letter  wanting  to  see  him.  On  the  same  day 
he  writes  another  letter,  requesting  him  to  come  around  to  his  house  to  assist 
him.  On  the  following  Monday  he  writes  another  letter,  and  on  July  the  13th 
he  writes  still  another  : 

**  My  Deak  Fraxk:  I  will  be  with  you  at  seven  or  a  little  before.  •  I  am 
ashamed  to  put  a  straw  more  upon  you,  and  have  but  a  single  consolation, 
that  this  matter  can  not  distress  you  long,  as  it  must  soon  end ;  that  is,  there 
will  be  no  more  anxiety  about  the  future,  whatever  regrets  there  may  be  about 
the  past." 

Still  later  Mr.  Moulton  presented  to  Mr.  Beecher  a  short  statement   pre 
pared  by  Mr.  Tilton  for  the  committee  to  make:  he,  as  anxious  then  as  ever, 
as  anxious  as  Mr.  Beecher  himself,  to  prevent  the  exposure  of  this  secret, 
which  must  bury  his  family  in  ruin,  and  in  this  proposed  statement  for   the 
committee  he  said : 

^'  The  committee  respectfully  report,  that  upon  examination  they  find  that 
an  offense  of  grave  character  was  committed  by  Mr.  Beecher  against  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Tilton." 

Mr.  Beecher  wanted  to  know  if  Mr.  Tilton  would  be  satisfied  with  such  a 
report  as  that  made  by  the  committee.  If  Mr.  Tilton  would  be  satisfied  with 
such  a  report,  he  would  be  satisfied,  and,  as  this  states,  settle  the  matter 
without  having  the  facts  made  public.  T^here,  then,  at  this  time,  was  the 
anxiety  to  defend  the  honor  and  fair  name  of  Elizabeth  R.  Tilton  t  It  was  uni- 
versally known  and  believed  the  letter  of  contrition  had  reference  to  her, 
and  that  her  honor  and  her  character  was  involved  in  the  matter,  whatever  it 
was;  and.  yet  notwithstanding  two  years  prior  to  that  this  horrible  story  had 
been  published  by  the  Woodhulls,  and  no  denial  and  no  defense  made  by 
Mr.  Beecher  of  this  Christian  woman,  a  member  of  his  church,  and  when  atter 
that  Mr.  West  repeats  the  charges  in  a  formal  manner,  deWces  are  resorted  to 
to  prevent  the  defense  of  this  woman's  fair  name  and  her  honor,  and  at  last, 
when  the  formality  of  selecting  a  committee  of  known  and  tried  friends  was 
gone  through  with,  he  is  willing  by  such  a  statement  as  that,  acknowledging 
that  he  had  been  guilty  of  an  offense  against  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Tilton  of  a  grave 
character,  to  let  it  rest  there,  and,  as  he  said  before,  try  on  his  pait  and  the 
part  of  the  church  to  live  it  down.  But  what  in  Heaven's  name  was  -to  be- 
come of  the  woman  ?  No  anxiety  then  to  defend  the  fair  name  of  Elizabeth  R. 
Tilton ;  and  I  repeat  again,  as  I  did  yesterday,  that  it  is  too  late  to  play  the 
role  of  defender  of  the  fair  name  and  honor  of  Elizabeth  R.  Tilton  by 
Henry  Ward  Beecher. 

But  that  is  not  all.  When  Mr.  Beecher  was  informed  that  Mr.  Tilton 
was  preparing  a  statement  to  make   before  the  committee   presenting  the 
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facts — his  letter  of  contrition — what  does  he  do  ?  Again  he  turns  to  his 
friend  Moulton  for  aid  and  assistance,  and,  taking  counsel  together,  another 
deyice  was  hit  upon.  Mr.  Beecher,  with  his  own  hand,  after  the  appoint- 
ment of  the  committee,  after  they  had  commenced  the  investigation,  when 
he  knew  that  Mr.  Tilton  was  preparing  his  statement,  with  his  own  hand 
writes  a  statement  for  Mr.  Tilton  to  make  before  that  committee,  based  upon 
a  prior  statement  which  he,  Mr.  Beecher,  was  to  make,  exonerating  Mr.  Til- 
ton and  doing  him  justice. 

This  is  Mr.  Beecher's  proposed  statement  for  Mr,  Tilton  to  make,  which  I 
hold.  The  statement  of  Mr.  Beecher  being  read,  and,  if  striking  favorably, 
then  a  word  sent  substantially  thus  to  the  committee: 

**I  have  been  three  years  acting  under  conviction  that  I  have  been 
wronged,  but  was  under  the  imputation  of  being  the  injurer.  I  learn  from  a 
friend  that  Mr.  B.  in  hi3  statement  to  you,  has  reversed  this,  and  has  done  me 
justice.  I  am  willing,  should  he  consent,  to  appear  before  you  witli  him,  and 
dropping  the  further  statements  which  I  felt  it  to  be  my  duty  to  make  for 
my  own  clearance,  to  settle  this  painful  domestic  difficulty,  which  never 
ought  to  have  been  made  public,  finally  and  amicably.'' 

And  that  is  the  disposition  that  the  defendant  proposes  to  make  of  this 
case  ?  Is  that  the  disposition  ihat  the  Cliristian  world  exj>ected  ?  Is  that 
the  disposition  that  the  Christian  world  had  a  right  to  expect  would  be  made 
of  this  case  ?  The  name  of  a  minister  standing  so  high,  his  girments  soiled, 
the  most  infamous  charges  made  against  him,  of  having  seduced  the  wife  of 
bis  life-long  friend,  and  a  member  of  his  church — she  also  a  member  of  his 
church — a  child  who  had  grown  up  under  his  eye;  I  say,  is  that  the  dispo- 
sition that  a  Christian  world  had  a  right  to  exjyect  would  be-  made  of  that 
matter  ?  Is  it  possible  to  explain  that  consistently  with  innocence  ?  Would 
3Ir.  Beecher,  if  an  innocent  man,  have,  under  any  circumstances,  submitted 
to  such  a  disposition  of  the  case  as  that  ?  Had  he  been  an  innocent  man, 
and  such  a  disposition  as  that  had  been  proposed  to  him,  would  he  not  have 
hurled  the  proposition  back  with  indignation,  and  said  :  "  What  do  you 
mean  by  thus  insulting  me  ?  I  am  charged  with  adultery  with  the  wife  of 
my  friend  ;  my  fair  name  is  sullied;  my  sacred  robes  are  soiled.  I  have  said 
to  the  world  that  I  mean  to  have  a  full  and  complete  investigation  into  this 
abominable  charge,  and  now  you  come  and  propose  such  a  covering  up,  such  a 
l>urying  up  of  the  fact  as  that.  Away  with  you !  "  That  would  have  been 
the  action  of  any  honest  man,  with  the  eyes  of  the  world,  you  may  say,  turned 
toward  this  committee.  No  question  then  was  engrossing  the  attention  of 
thifl  land,  so  much  as  the  investigation  by  that  committee.  The  friends  of 
Christianity  were  hoping  for  the  vindication  of  Mr.  Beecher.  Every  well- 
Triaher  of  his  country  was  hoping  and  praying  for  the  deliverance  of  the  pastor 
«f  Plymouth  Church.  And  had  he  been  innocent,  he  would  have  thrown  open 
the  doors  wide  to  the  world,  and  he  would  have  said,  not  only  to  Tilton,  but 
to  others  who  had  insinuated  or  made  charges  against  his  moral  character, 
defying  them  all,  **  Bring  your  proofs;  meet  me  face  to  face  before  this  com- 
mittee."   No,  no.     The   very   parties  who  knew  the  facts,  and   the  very 
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parties  who  could  establish  the  troth  of  the  charge,  were  not  requested  to 
appear  before  the  committee. 

Now,  gentlemen,  I  hare,  thus  far,  principally  called  your  attention  to  the 
case  as  made  out  by  the  defendant  himself,  adverting  to  some  oral  testimony, 
but  principally  to  the  case  as  made  out  by  the  defendant  himself,  by  his  own 
acts,  by  his  own  sayings,  by  his  own  letters  and  writings  and  statements. 
And  how  stands  the  case  now  ?  Is  it  necessary  that  I  should  go  still  further 
in  the  development  of  this  case  in  order  to  convince  you  of  the  truth  of  the 
charge  that  we  bring  against  him  ?  If  it  is,  I  begin  to  despair  of  human  tes- 
timony. We  say  that,  in  the  facts  that  I  have  presented  to  you,  he  has 
confessed  his  guilt;  leaving  out  the  verbal  testimony;  leaving  out  what  he 
has  said  to  other  parties,  that  he  has  confessed  his  guilt  as  clear  as  it  is  possible 
to  make  it  without  using  vulgar  words,  without  clothing  the  confession  in 
vulgar  language,  it  is  made  as  clear  as  possible  to  make  it  in  the  English 
tongue.  When  he  said  on  the  Ist  of  January,  1871,  that  he  had  sinned  and 
transgressed  with  Mrs.  Tilton,  he  confessed  his  criminality.  And  when,  on 
the  7th  of  February,  he  said  that  it  was  Moulton^s  hand  that  had  tied  up  the 
storm  that  was  about  to  burst  on  their  heads  in  that  terrible  emergency  of 
his  life,  he  confessed  his  criminal  intimacy  with  Elizabeth  R.  Tilton.  And 
when  he  said  that  he  passed  sleepless  nights  and  suffered  the  torments  of  the 
damned ;  that  he  spent  much  of  his  time  in  the  horror  of  great  darkness,  and 
lived  on  the  sharp  and  ragged  edge  of  anxiety,  remorse,  fear,  and  despair,  he 
confessed  his  criminality  with  Elizabeth  R.  Tilton.  And  when  contemplat- 
ing suicide  for  the  crime  that  he  had  committed,  he  confessed  his  criminality, 
— for  suicide  is  confession,  and  the  contemplation  of  suicide  is  confession. 
When  he  wrote  to  Moulton  that  Theodore  had  enjoined  upon  him  not  to 
betray  his  wife  or  leave  his  children  to  a  blight,  it  was  a  confession  that  h© 
had  been  guilty  of  a  crime  with  her,  the  exposure  of  which  would  leave  his 
children  to  a  blight,  and  that  was  the  crime  of  adultery.  I  might  prolong 
this  recital,  but  I  will  not  do  it,  gentlemen.  For  the  past  four  years  he  baa 
been  confessing  his  guilt,  if  English  language  means  anything. 

But,  gentlemen,  we  do  not  rest  our  case  upon  the  testimony  furnished  by 
Mr.  Beecher  himself  alone.  We  go  further  than  that ;  we  will  put  upon  the 
stand  Mr.  Carpenter,  whose  veracity,  I  apprehend,  will  not  be  questioned  in 
this  court,  and  to  him,  we  say,  Mr.  Beecher  made  his  confession.  But, 
gentlemen,  we  shall  not  stop  there ;  you  will  hear  Mr.  Beecher's  story  and 
you  will  hear  the  plaintiflTs  story.  They  are  both  interested  in  this  transac- 
tion, and  you  will  take  that  fact  into  consideration  in  weighing  their  testi- 
mony. Certainly,  no  man  in  this  case  has  so  deep  an  interest  as  has  the 
defendant.  These  facts  you  will  take  into  consideration — they  are  both 
interested  parties,  and  you  will  give  their  evidence  such  weight  as  you  think  it 
entitled  to.  And,  gentlemen,  let  me  call  your  attention  in  this  connection  to 
one  fact,  that  when  you  weigh  the  testimony  of  a  witness  you  will  look  and 
see  the  motive  there  may  be  for  departing  from  the  truth.  You  see  the 
motive  that  the  defendant  had  that  this  crime  be  concealed  ?  What  motive 
can  you  suggest,  what  motive  will  my  learned  friend  suggest  ?  None  has 
been  suggested  up  to  this  time  that  I  am  aware  of — none  has  yet  been  con- 
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ceiyed.  What  motive  will  they  suggest  why  Theodore  Tilion  should  have 
made  a  false  charge  against  Henry  Ward  Beecher — Theodore  Tilton,  a  man  of 
culture,  of  education,  of  refined  feelings,  of  poetic  temperament,  a  man  bold, 
a  man  truthful,  a  man  loving  his  family  as  but  few  men  love  their  families — 
I  ask  the  other  side  to  give  a  motive,  if  they  can,  why  Theodore  Tiltou,  thus 
situated,  would  make  a  false  charge  against  his  wife  of  such  infamy  that 
would  bequeath  to  his  children  that  he  loved,  as  only  a  father  can  love,  a 
heritage  of  shame  and  disgrace,  and  while  added  to  all  that  he  should  drag 
down  his  own  name  in  infamy  by  making  a  false  charge  against  his  life-long 
friend,  his  revered  pastor  ? 

Out  with  such  miserable  presumptions  I    Let  fools  thus  trifle  with  human 
intelligence;  it  does  not  belong  to  reasoning  men  I 

No,  gentlemen,  you  have  seen  in  the  recital  that  I  have  made,  that,  so  far 
from  his  wanting  to  make  a  false  accusation,  notwithstanding  the  great  wrong 
that  he  had  suffered,  notwithstanding  the  wound  that  he  had  received  in  his 
heart,  he  so  loved  his  children  that  he  was  willing  to  bear  his  suffering  and 
conceal  the  wrong  that  had  been  done  to  him  and  his  family;  and  you  have 
seen  the  devices  ^at  he  resorted  to  in  connection  with  the  defendant  and 
with  Mr.  Moiilton,  whose  mission  it  was  to  keep  this  secret  from  the  public 
knowledge.  No,  gentlemen,  I  will  not  detain  you  any  longer  up(m  that 
point ;  it  would  be  a  waste  of  time.  Mr.  Beecher  has  himself  given  the  lie 
to  any  such  insinuation,  and  when  on  the  Ist  of  January,  1671,  he  bumbled 
himself  before  Theodore  Tilton  as  he  did  before  his  God,  and  called  upon 
Qod  to  put  it  into  his  heart  to  forgive  him,  it  put  forever  out  of  the  question 
that  he  was  fearing  a  false  charge.  And  when  he  said:  ^'I  wonder  if 
Elizabeth  knows  how  generously  Theodore  has  borne  himself  towards  me.  I 
wish  to  God  that  we  three  could  be  made  friends  again.  Tlicodore,  in  that 
case,  would  have  the  hardest  task,''  he  put  forever  out  of  consideration  the 
idea  that  it  was  a  false  charge  that  he  was  afraid  of.  And  when,  on  the  2d 
of  April,  1872,  two  years  or  two  years  and  a  half  after  this  accusation  was 
made  against  him,  he  said:  '*  If  I  have  said  anything  injurious  to  the  repu- 
tation of  Theodore  Tilton,  or  have  detracted  from  his  standing  and  fame  as 
a  Christian  gentleman,  I  revoke  it  all."  .  .  .  ^^  God  knows  that  I  have 
pLi  more  thought,  and  judgment,  and  earnest  desire  into  my  efforts  to  pre- 
pare a  way  for  Theodore  and  Elizabeth  than  I  ever  did  for  myself  a  hundred- 
fold." He  stamped  the  seal  of  falsehood  upon  any  such  insinuations,  and 
when  he  said  to  her,  **  Theodore  will  hide  you  in  his  heart  of  hearts," 
he  forever  set  at  rest  the  idea  that  he  was  afraid  of  a  false  accusation.  **If 
my  destruction  would  prepare  a  way  for  him,  that  shall  not  stand  in  the  way;" 
thot»e  who  know  him  best  are  sure  that  he  is  honest,  that  he  is  manly,  that  he  is 
straight-forward,  that  he  is  generous.  He  is  a  Christian  gentleman,  large 
hearted,  forbearing,  long-suffering,  honest,  manly,  and  straight-forward, 
and  that  is  the  introduction  that  the  defendant  gives  to  the  plaintiff  when  he 
goes  upon  the  stand  to  tell  his  sad  story  to  you  of  the  past  five  years. 

But,  gentlemen,  we  go  still  further  than  this.  We  shall  put  upon  the 
stand  Mr.  Moulton,  about  whom  you  have  heard  so  much  in  all  this  trans- 
action, this  friend  whom  the  defendant  said  God  had  sent  to  preserve  him, 
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to  tie  up  the  storm  that  was  about  to  burst  upon  his  head — this  man  who 
stood  by  the  defendant  for  four  years  with  a  fidelity,  with  a  constancy  un- 
paralleled. No  sacrifice  on  his  part  was  too  great  to  make  in  order  that  he 
might  save  from  shame  and  from  disgrace  the  innocent  parties  involved  in 
this  crime.  You  must  recollect  that  after  the  appointment  of  the  committee, 
and  the  committee  wrote  Mr.  Moulton  a  note  requesting  him  to  present  cer- 
tain facts  before  them — you  must  recollect  that  the  press  throughout  the  land 
said,  **Now  we  will  have  the  truth;  here  is  a  man  in  whom  both  parties  have 
confided  for  tour  years;  here  is  a  man  who  has  stood  the  mutual  friend  of 
both  parties;  all  the  facts  connected  with  this  transaction  he  knows;  he  is  the 
friend  of  both,  having  no  interest  to  either;  let  him  speak,  and  as  he  speaks 
so  will  the  truth  be  declared." 

He  was  looked  upon  and  regarded  at  that  time,  by  the  whole  country,  as  the 
arbiter  in  this  matter.  Had  he  spoken  then,  when  the  public  expected  him  to 
speak,  and  when  lie  ought  to  have  spoken,  you  would  not  have  been  here  to  day, 
we  would  not  have  been  here  to-day,  Mr.  Beecher  would  not  be  the  pastor  of 
Plymouth  Church  to-day.  But,  with  a  faithfulness,  as  I  said,  unparalleled,  not- 
withstanding he  would  subject  liimself  to  the  criticism  of  the  whole  land  by 
withholding  the  statement  that  he  had  promised  to  the  country,  yet  he  did  with- 
hold that  statement  at  the  solicitation  of  the  friends  of  Mr.  Beecher.  He  yielded 
to  their  pleadings,  *•  Give  him  one  more  chance;  give  him  one  more  chance  " — 
and  Moulton,  as  the  friend,  the  loyal  friend  thnt  he  was,  stepped  in  the  breach 
again.  He  stood  there  between  the  public  and  the  truth,  damming  up  the 
truth  from  the  public.  He  withheld  the  statement,  he  did  give  him  one  more 
chance.  And  then  the  astute  lawyers,  seeing  their  opportunity,  and  seeing 
that  in  the  end  the  truth  must  come  put,  the  statement  must  be  made,  bad 
the  defendant  make  a  statement  in  which  they  accused  him  of  blackmailing 
the  defendant.  And  you  recollect  that  that  charge  was  rung  from  one  end  of 
the  country  to  the  other.  People's  attention  was  diverted  from  the  facts,  the 
investigation  of  the  case,  and  they  cried  out,  *' Blackmail  I  Blackmail  1" 
It  had  performed  the  oflBce  of  the  cuttle-fish ;  they  had  thrown  this  cloud  over 
the  minds  of  the  people,  and  under  the  cover  of  that  they  expected  to  escape 
the  just  criticism  that  the  crime  deserved.  Well,  after  this  charge  had  per- 
formed its  office,  it  was  dropped.  Not  even  this  friendly  committee,  selected 
for  the  purpose,  had  hardihood  enough  to  consider  that  charge.  No;  it  was 
not  true,  and  as  the  defendant  declared  the  following  October  upon  the  Twin 
Mountains,  *' A  million  times  no — a  million  times  no  " — Francis  D.  Moulton  is 
not  a  blackmailer. 

And  even  then,  after  the  first  statement  had  been  made,  with  all  these 
facts  presented,  knowing  what  still  remained,  knowing  in  his  own  heart  and 
soul  that  Francis  D.  Moulton  told  the  truth,  and  would  tell  the  truth  with 
reference  to  this  matter,  he  opens,  even  at  that  late  day,  a  negotiation  in  order 
to  take  Mr.  Moulton  out  of  the  case,  that  all  the  batteries  might  be  turned 
upon  Theodore  Tilton,  defenseless  and  powerless  as  he  was,  that  he  might 
be  crushed  and  go  down  with  the  ruin  of  his  family.  For  that  purpose  com- 
munication is  opened  with  him,  and  his  agent,  Mr.  Cleveland,  is  sent  to 
Boston  with  full  documentary  power  to  act  conclusively  in  his  behalf  in  nego- 
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tialing  with  Mr.  Moulton.  Upon  what  basis  was  this  negotiation  to  proceed? 
With  the  charge  of  bhickmail  resting  upon  liim  ?  No.  That  falsehood  was 
to  be  retracted.  Mr.  Moulton  was  to  be  set  right  before  the  community,  and 
Mr.  Tilton  was  to  be  left  to  fight  this  battle  alone.  But  he  failed.  It  failed. 
Oh  I  the  efforts  that  have  been  made  in  this  case  to  suppress  the  truth  and  to 
prevent  an  honest  investigation  of  the  facts  !  But,  thank  God  !  we  are  here 
now  before  this  tribunal,  and  we  will  have  the  facts,  and  we  will  have  the 
truth,  and  we  will  have  an  honest  verdict,  and  we  will  have  an  honest  con- 
denmation  of  the  crime  that  has  l)een  committed  against  my  client. 

Why,  gentlemen,  do  you  want  any  additional  evidence  that  Mr.  Moulton 
was  intrusted  with  the  secret  relating  to  Mr.  Beecher's  moral  delinquency  ?  I 
will  give  it  to  you,  collated  in  brief  form,  a  small  portion  of  it,  and  but  a 
small  portion  of  it.     He  says 

Mr.  Beach,— yfho  ? 

Mr,  MorrU. — Mr.  Beecher.     On  February  7th,  1871,  he  says: — 

**  I  send  you  a  token,  not  as  a  repayment  for  your  great  kindness  to  me, 
for  that  can  never  be  repaid,  not  even  by  love,  which  I  give  you  freely. 
Many,  many  friends  has  God  raised  up  to  me,  but  to  no  one  of  them  has  he 
ever  given  the  opportunity  and  the  wisdom  so  to  serve  me  as  you  have.  My 
trust  in  you  is  implicit.'^ 

Same  date : 

•'The  friend  whom  God  has  sent  to  me  (Moulton)  has  proved,  above  all 
friends  that  ever  I  had,  able  and  willing  to  relieve  me  in  this  terrible  emer- 
gency of  my  life.  His  hand  it  was  that  tied  up  the  storm  that  was  ready  to 
burst  upon  our  heads*." 

'•  Sept.  30,  1871. — My  heart  warms  to  you,  and  you  might  have  known 
that  I  should  be  here,  if  you  loved  mc  as  much  as  1  do  you.  I  am,  my  dear 
Frank,  truly  and  gratefully  yours." 

**Feb.  5,  1872. — During  all  this  time  you  are  literally  all  my  stay  and 
comfort.  I  should  have  fallen  on  the  way  but  for  the  '^.ourage  you  have  in- 
spired, and  the  hope  which  you  breathed.  I  am  well-nigh  discouraged.  If 
you,  too,  cease  to  trust,  to  love  me,  I  am  alone.  I  have  not  another  person 
in  the  world  to  whom  I  could  go.  With  sincere  gratitude  for  your  heroic 
friendship,  and  with  sincere  friendship,  even  if  you  love  me  not,  I  am  yours, 
though  unknown.'^ 

'*Feb.  16,  1873. — Should  any  incident  befall,  remember  how  deeply  I 
feel  your  fidelity  and  fri^^ndship,  your  long-continued  kindness  and  your 
affection.  I  confide  everything  to  your  wisdom,  as  I  always  have,  with  such 
success  hitherto,  that  I  fully  trust  for  the  future." 

*' June  1st,  1873. — The  pain  of  life  is  but  a  moment;  the  glory  of  ever- 
lasting emancipation  is  worldless,  inconceivable,  full  of  beckoning  glory.  Oh! 
my  beloved  Frank,  I  shall  know  you  there  and  forever  hold  fellowship  with 
yoo,  and  look  back  and  smile  at  the  past." 

**  July  7th,  1873. — My  dear  Frank:  The  country  is  beautiful,  the  birds  as 
good  to  me  as  David's  harp.  I  only  need  some  one  to  talk  to,  and  that  one 
is  you." 

**  July  I4th,  1873. — My  dear  Frank:  For  a  thousand  encouragements,  for 
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services  that  none  can  appreciate  who  has  not  been  as  sore-hearted  as  I  hare 
been;  for  your  honorable  delicacy,  for  your  confidence  and  affection,  I  owe 
you  so  much  that  I  can  neither  express  nor  pay  it." 

I  will  not  stop  to  call  your  attention  to  all. 

**  My  dear  Frank:  I  have  this  morning  gol  back,  and  want  to  send  my  love 
to  you  and  yours.     God  bless  you,  my  dear  old  fellow." 

And  referring  to  him  again,  he  says:  **  He  is  worthy  of  all  confidence.  He 
is  worthy  of  all  trust." 

«*  December,  1873.— This  will  be  handed  to  you  by  my  friend,  Prank  D. 
Moulton,  whom  I  believe  to  be  high-minded  and  honest,  and  whose  state- 
ments should  be  received  by  all  who  know  him  with  implicit  confidence." 

**  December  3rd,  1873. — I  believe  him  to  be  honest  to  the  core.  I  would 
trust  him  with  life  and  property,  without  scruple.'' 

**  December  30th,  1873.— Mr.  Frank  Moulton  I  have  known  for  years,  and 
I  should  as  soon  believe  that  I  myself  had  set  on  foot  stealings  and  cheatings 
as  that  he  had,  or  had  had  the  slightest  suspicion  of  it." 

**  July  16th,  1874. — My  dear  Frank,  I  need  to  see  you." 

This,  gentlemen,  is  a  portion  of  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Beecher  with  refer- 
ence to  Francis  D.  Moulton,  the  man  who,  on  the  31st  of  December,  ld/3, 
saved  the  defendant  to  Plymouth  Church,  made  him  take  back  the  letter  of 
resignation  which  he  took  to  Mr.  Moulton  and  delivered  to  him,  retiring  from 
the  ministry  to  private  life,  because  simply  he  feared  the  publication  of  his 
own  letter  of  contrition. 

Oh,  well  might  he  stand  aghast  at  the  exposure  of  such  a  crime  as  he  had 
committed  !  I  will  not  attempt  to  portray  to  you  the  heinousness  of  that 
crime,  but  I  will  read  an  extract  or  two  from  an  author  much  more  capable 
of  judging,  and  who  can  draw  the  picture  much  more  vividly  than  I  can 
draw  it : 

**  The  seducer  I  Playing  upon  the  most  sacred  passions,  he  betrays  inno- 
cence. How  ?  By  its  tenderest  faculties,  by  its  trust,  by  its  unsuspecting 
faith,  by  its  honor.  The  victim  often  and  often  is  not  the  accomplice  so 
much  as  the  sufferer,  betrayed  by  an  exorcism  which  bewitched  her  noblest 
affections,  and  became  the  suicide  of  her  virtue.  The  betrayer,  for  the  most 
intense  selfishness,  without  one  noble  motive,  without  one  pretense  of  honor 
— by  lies,  by  a  devilish  jugglery  of  fraud,  by  blinding  the  eye,  confusing  the 
conscience,  misleading  the  judgment,  and  instilling  the  dew  of  sorcery  upon 
every  flower  of  sweet  affection — deliberately,  heartlessly  damns  the  confiding 
victim  I  Is  there  one  shade  of  good  intention,  one  glimmering  trace  of 
light  ?  Not  one.  There  was  not  the  most  shadowy,  tremulous  intention  of 
honor.  It  was  sheer,  premeditated,  wholesale  ruin  from  beginning  to  end. 
The  accursed  sorcerer  opens  the  door  of  the  world  to  push  her  forth.  She 
looks  out  all  shuddering;  for  there  is  shame  and  sharp-toothed  hatred,  and 
chattering  slander,  and  malignant  envy,  and  triumphing  jealousy,  and  mur- 
derous revenge — these  are  seen  rising  before  her;  clouds  full  of  fire,  that 
bum  but  will  not  kill  I  And  there  is  for  her,  want,  poverty,  and  gaunt 
famine.  There  is  the  world  spread  out.  She  sees  father  and  mother  heart- 
lessly abandoning  her ;  a  brother's  shame ;  a  sister's  anguish.      It  ia  a  yiaioQ 
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of  desolation,  a  plundered  home,  an  altar  where  honor  and  parity 
and  virtue  and  peace  have  been  insidiously  sacrificed  to  the'  foal 
Moloch.  All  is  cheerlessness  to  the  eye,  and  her  ear  catches  the 
sound  of  sighing  and  mourning,  wails  and  laments;  and  far  down,  at  the 
oorizon  of  the  vision,  the  murky  cloud  for  a  moment  lifts,  and  she  sees  the 
very  bottom  of  infamy,  the  ghastliness  of  death,  the  last  spasm  of  horrible 
departure,  the  awful  thunder  of  final  doom.  All  this  the  trembling,  betrayed 
creature  sees  through  the  open  doors  of  the  future,  and  with  a  voice  that 
might  move  the  dead,  she  turns  and  clasps  his  knees  in  awful  agony.  ^  Leave 
me  not  I  Oh  I  spare  me — save  me — cast  me  not  away  ! '  Poor  thing — she  is 
dealing  with  a  demon !  Spare  her  ?  Save  her  ?  The  polished  scoundrel 
betrayed  her  to  abandon  her,  and  walks  the  street  to  boast  his  hellish  deed. 
It  becomes  him  as  a  reputation  I  Surely  society  will  crush  him  I  They  will 
smite  the  wolf  and  seek  out  the  bleeding  lamb.  Oh  I  my  soul,  believe  it  not  I 
What  sight  is  that  ?  Tlie  drooping  victim  is  worse  used  than  the  infernal 
destroyer  I  He  is  fondled,  courted,  passes  from  honor  to  honor,  and  she  is 
crushed  and  mangled  under  the  infuriate  tramp  of  public  indignation.  On 
her  mangled  corpse  they  stand  to  put  the  laurels  on  the  murderer's  brow ! 
When  I  see  such  things  as  these,  I  thank  God  there  is  a  judgment,  and  that 
there  is  a  hell." 

Twenty  years  ago,  gentlemen,  that  was  the  utterance  of  Henry  Ward 
Beecher;  and,  oh  I  how  true,  how  true  the  judgment  is;  what  a  strange, 
what  a  striking  coincidence  I  On  the  Ist  of  January,  1871,  he  says  of  his 
▼ictim  :  **  She  is  guiltless,  sinned  against,  bearing  the  transgression  of 
another."  ^^  The  victim  often  and  often  is  not  the  accomplice  so  much  as  the 
sufferer."  When  we  hear  it  said  that  the  language  in  the  letter  of  con- 
trition that  '*  she  is  guiltless,"  proves  that  she  could  not  have  been  guilty  of 
adultery,  we  turn  to  the  utterance  of  the  defendant  himself,  which  will  stand 
as  his  condemnation  upon  that  point.  And,  oh  I  how  true,  and  how  true 
have  been  all  the  prophesies  of  this  prophetic  statement,  how  they  have  been 
fulfilled,  how  the  door  of  the  cold  world  was  opened,  and  how  it  was  said 
that  this  poor  woman  had  been  so  weak,  so  wholly  subject  to  the  strongest 
outside  influence  of  the  moment,  that  the  general  public  can  give  but  little 
weight  to  her  testimony  either  for  or  against  Mr.  Beecher.  And,  again,  that 
her  conduct  can  not  be  defended  upon  any  principle  of  human  accountability. 
She  is  the  sufferer,  she  is  the  sufferer,  while  the  seducer  is  here  portrayed  as 
fondled,  as  courted,  as  passing  from  one  honor  to  another,  and  she  is  crushed. 

"  If  to  be  a  thrall  of  love  and 
Faith,  too  generous  to  defend 
Itself  from  him  she  loved,  be  sin. 
What  hope  of  grace  may  the  seducer  win  I " 

Gentlemen  of  the  jury,  I  feel  that  I  have  detained  you  already  too  long;  I 
certainly  have  detained  you  too  long  for  my  own  strength  and  my  own  health ; 
but  I  felt  it  my  duty  to  present  to  you  the  considerations  that  I  have  presented 
to  yoo,  and  if  I  have  exhibited  any  warmth  in  the  presenting  of  them  to  you, 
joa  will  pardon  me,  I  am  sure,  because  I  come  to  you  with  a  heart  full  of 
grief  and  fall  of  sympathy  for  the  suffering  and  the  wrong  that  my  client  has 
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eDdured.  I  thank  you,  gentlemen,  for  the  strict  attention  that  you  have  paid 
lO  the  imperfect  presentation  I  have  made  of  this  case.  I  regret,  for  the 
interests  of  my  client,  that  this  duty  had  not  devolved  upon  one  of  my 
abler  associates;  yet  I  have  the  satisfaction  of  knowing  that  I  have  brought 
to  the  task  a  conscientious  devotion  to  the  interests  of  my  client,  that 
nothing  but  a  firm  conviction  of  the  justness  of  this  case  could  have 
inspired.  Oh  !  gentlemen,  what  a  scene  is  this,  what  a  spectacle  we 
behold  here  to-day  ?  On  the  one  side  you  see  a  man  of  vast  pros- 
perity, surrounded  by  powerful  friends,  with  unlimited  resources.  On  the  other 
side  you  see  a  man  powerless  and  poor,  coming  to  you  from  a  desolate  home. 
Already  he  has  been  made  the  victim  of  a  foul  charge,  then  the  victim  of  a 
foul  slander,  and  then  again  the  victim  of  a  foul  persecution,  unparalleled  for 
power  and  relentlessness.  And  what  has  he  done  ?  Why,  he  was  the  chance 
possessor  of  a  loving  and  beloved  wife,  of  a  happy  and  of  an  innocent  home, 
which  his  bosom  friend,  his  life-long  bosom  friend,  his  pastor,  his  spiritual 
ad\'iser,  taking  advantage  of  that  friendship,  taking  advantage  of  his  absence 
and  taking  advantage  of  his  sacred  calling,  has  dispossessed  and  despoiled 
him  of.  That  home  is  desolated,  the  hopes  of  that  family  blasted,  the  pillars 
of  that  household  have  been  pulled  down  upon  the  idols  of  his  worship,  and 
naught  but  desolation  reigns  there  !  Oh,  gentlemen,  you  who  have  children, 
you  who  know  what  it  is  to  return  from  your  daily  labors  to  the  bosom  of  your 
happy  family,  can  appreciate  the  wrong  and  the  suffering  that  my  unhappy 
client  has  endured ;  but  it  is  to  you,  as  fathers,  and  as  brothers,  and  as  husbands, 
that  we  come  with  our  case,  and  as  you  love  your  homes,  as  you  love  your 
families  and  your  children,  as  you  regard  the  sacredness  of  your  homes,  and 
as  you  reverence  virtue,  and  respect  the  sanctity  of  the  family  altar,  I  call 
upon  you  in  the  name  of  all  that  has  been  violated,  I  call  upon  you  in  the 
name  of  Christianity,  by  the  teachings  of  the  Saviour  upon  the  Mount,  by 
the  law  thundered  from  Mount  Sinai,  by  every  consideration  that  is  near  und 
dear  to  us  on  earth,  I  call  upon  you  to  brand  the  seducer  as  his  crime  deserves 
to  be  branded. 

Let  it  be  written  on  every  door  throughout  the  land:  **  Death,  destruc- 
tion to  the  seducer;''  and  when  you  have  rendered  that  verdict  you  will 
receive  the  prayers  and  blessings  of  every  virtuous  mother  and  of  even' 
virtuous  daughter  in  the  land,  and  a  peaceful  conscience  will  follow  you 
through  life,  will  be  with  you  in  the  last  solemn  scenes  of  earth,  and  console 
you  when  at  last  you  stand  with  your  life-record  before  the  ever-living  Gk>d. 
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TESTIMONY  ON  BEHALF  OF  PLAINTIFF. 


AFTERNOON  SESSION. 

Augustus  Maybbick,  called  and  affirmed  on  behalf  of  plaintiff  : 

Mr.  FuUerton.—Mr.  Maverick*,  where  do  you  reside  ?    A.  In  this  city,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  been  a  resident  of  Brooklyn  long  ?  A.  About  15  years,  with 
an  intermission  of  a  year,  I  think. 

Q.  Are  you  acquainted  with  Theodore  Tilton  ?    A.  I  am,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  acquainted  with  him  ?  A.  Upwards  of  20 
years. 

Q.  Were  you  present  at  his  marriage  ?    A.  I  was,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  it  take  place  ?     A.  On  the  2d  of  October,  1856. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.  At  Mr.  Beecher's  house. 

Q.  Who  performed  the  ceremony  ?     A.  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  The  defendant  in  this  case  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  EvarU, — All  that  is  admitted  by  the  pleadings.'^ 

Mr,  FuUerton, — There  are  some  things  tliat  I  desire  to  prove  that  are  not 
admitted  there.  [To  the  witness.]  Have  you  been  intimate  with  his  family 
since  his  marriage  ?  A.  Not  for  the  past  six  or  seven  years,  not  to  say  inti- 
mate. I  have  been  in  the  habit  of  going  to  the  house  occasionally,  but  for 
the  last  five  or  six  years  only  very  occasionally. 

Q.  After  his  marriage  were  you  intimate  with  him  and  his  family  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir,  for  a  number  of  year 3. 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  many  children  there  were  or  are  of  that  marriage  ? 
A.  I  don't  know  the  present  number,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  they  have  children  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  did  Mr.  Tilton  reside  first  after  his  marriage  when  he  com- 
menced keeping  house  ?  A.  I  can  not  say  where  he  first  resided  on  going  to 
keeping  house,  but  the  first  that  I  visited  him  after  he  began  to  keep  house 
to  my  knowledge  was  at  his  present  residence, — that  is,  174  Livingston-street. 
That  is  the  first  of  my  actual  knowledge  of  his  house-keeping. 

Q.  You  did  not  visit  him  at  any  other  place  where  he  kept  house  ?  A. 
Kot  while  they  were  house-keeping;  no,  sir. 

Q.  How  frequently  did  you  visit  him  after  his  marriage?     A.  Very 

*  The  fact  that  the  marriage  is  admitted,  does  not  make  it  error  to  allow 
proof  of  it,  although  such  proof  is  superfluous.    See  Bloswm  v.  Barrett  (37  N,  T» 
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seldom;  I  made  an  occasional  visit;  I  can  not  say  that  I  was  upon  visiting 
terms,  that  is,  to  be  in  the  habit  of  frequent  and  intimate  visits;  it  is  not  my 
custom  with  any  one,  and  he  was  in  the  same  position. 

Q.  State,  if  you  please,  whom  he  married  ?     A.  Elizabeth  Richards. 

Q.  Was  she  a  resident  of  Brooklyn  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

[There  was  no  cross-examination.] 

Francis  D.  Moulton,  called  and  sworn  on  behalf  of  plaintiff.  In  answer 
to  introductory  questions  of  the  usual  character,  the  witness  testified  that  he 
resided  at  49  Remscn-st.,  in  the  city  of  Brooklyn,  and  that  he  had  lived  in 
Brooklyn  for  about  ten  years.  That  he  formerly  resided  in  Forty-ninth-street, 
New  York,  in  which  city  he  was  bom.  That  he  is  now  engaged  in  business 
in  Brooklyn  and  New  York,  with  the  firm  of  Woodruff  &  Robinson,  of  which 
he  has  been  a  member  since  1864,  having  been  connected  with  the  firm  for 
ten  y\;ars  previous,  as  clerk.  That  he  was  married  to  his  present  wife,  Emma 
Moulton,  in  1861.  That  he  became  acquainted  with  the  plaintiff  in  1849, 
while  a  student  at  the  New  York  Free  Academy,  and  had  been  intimately  ac- 
quainted with  him  ever  since,  and  is  acquainted  with  his  family. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — How  many  children  has  he  ?    A.  Four  or  five. 

Q.  Will  you  give  us  their  names  ?    A.  Florence. 

Q.  How  old  is  she  ?    A.  I  believe  she  is  sixteen  years  of  age. 

Q.  Is  she  the  oldest  ?    A.  She  is  the  oldest. 

Q.  The  next,  please  ?    A.  Carroll,  a  boy. 

Q.  How  old  is  he  ?    A.  About,  I  guess,  eleven  years  old.    And  Alice. 

Q.  Her  age,  please,  as  near  as  you  can  recollect.  A.  I  think  Carroll  is 
younger  than  Alice;  Alice,  I  guess,  is  about  thirteen  years  of  age ;  thirteen  or 
fourteen. 

Q.  There  is  still  another,  I  believe  ?  A.  Yes :  I  don't  know  the  name  of 
that  child,  sir;  it  was  called  Frank  at  one  time;  I  understand  that  the  name 
of  the  child  has  been  changed  since  then. 

Mr.  EmrU, — You  knew  it  as  Frank  ?  A.  I  knew  it  as  Ralph  and  Frank; 
it  was  Ralph  at  first,  and  then  it  was  changed  to  Frank,  as  an  expression  of 
the  sense  of  its  mother  of  my  fidelity  to  her  and  its  interests. 

Mr.  Emrt9. — That  is  immaterial.  A.  Certainly;  I  knew  the  child  as 
well  by  the  name  of  Frank. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — Have  they  lost  any  children  ?    A.  I  believe  one,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  when  that  occurred  ?  A.  I  do  not  remember  pre- 
cisely the  date,  sir;  somewhere  in  1869,  I  think,  or  1868. 

Q.  The  youngest  child  that  you  have  spoken  of,  Ralph  or  Frank,  what  is 
its  age,  as  near  as  you  can  tell  ?  A.  Five  or  six  years  of  age;  six  years  I 
should  say ;  five  years  of  age. 

Q.  Have  you  been  upon  terms  of  intimacy  with  the  family  of  Mr.  Tilton  t 
A.  I  have ;  yes. 

Q.  What  was  the  relation. existing  between  Theodore  Tilton  and  Ms  wife 
up  to  the  year  1870,  so  far  as  affection  is  concerned  ?  A.  Well,  sir,  I  never 
knew  of  any  difference  in  the  family  up  to  that  time. 

Q.  You  knew  of  no  estrangement  ?    A.  None,  sir;  no. 
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Q.  Do  you  know  Henry  Ward  Beecher  ?    A.  I  do. 

Q«  How  long  have  you  been  acquainted  with  bim  ?  A.  Intimately,  sir, 
since  the  80tb  of  December,  1870. 

v).  And  before  that  did  you  know  him  ?    A.  Not  very  well ;  no  uir. 

Q.  Did  you  have  a  speaking  acquaintance  with  him  before  that  ?  A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  For  how  long  a  time  ?  A.  I  think  that  the  first  time  I  met  him  to 
speak  to  him  was  in  1868,  in  his  church. 

Q.  Under  what  circumstances  ?  A.  In  his  church ;  I  was  in  church  with 
Mr.  Tilton  and  his  wife.  Mr.  Tilton  and  myself  had  just  returned  from  an 
excursion  into  the  country,  and  Mr.  Beecher  came  to  the  pew  to  greet  us. 
That,  I  think,  was  the  first  time. 

Q.  After  that,  and  up  to  1870,  when  your  intimate  acquaintance  com- 
menced, were  you  on  speaking  terms  with  him  ?  Had  you  met  him  in  the 
meantime  ?    A.  I  met  him  at  Page's  studio. 

Q.  Under  what  circumstances  ?  A.  He  was  having  his  portrait  painted, 
and  I  was  having  mine ;  I  met  him  casually. 

Q.  How  frequently  did  you  meet  him  there  ?  A.  I  met  him  not  to  exceed 
three  or  four  times. 

Q.  You  may  state  the  time  when  you  met  him  at  Page's,  if  you  please  ?   A. 
I  think  it  was  in  1869 ;  I  think  that  is  the  year. 

Q.  Do  you  know  where  Mr.  Beecher  resided  at  that  time  ?  A.  I  under- 
stand that  he  resided  in  Brooklyn. 

Q.  I  want  to  call  your  attention  to  the  month  of  December,  1870.  Did 
you  meet  Mr.  Beecher  during  the  latter  part  of  that  month  ?  A.  The  latter 
part  of  the  month  of  December,  1870  ?    Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.  At  his  house. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with  him  ?    Yes,  sir. 

Q.  State,  if  you  please,  what  that  conversation  was  ?  A.  I  said  to  him 
;  I  met  him  in  his  parlor 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  the  day  of  the  month  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  December 
the  30th. 

Q.  Now,  you  may  narrate  the  conversation  between  you  ?  A.  Any  of  the 
incidents  preceding  it ;  to  tell  how  I  met  him  ? 

Q.  No,  sir;  just  narrate  the  conversation  first,  and  then  I  will  ask  you  what 
induced  the  conversation.  • 

Mr.  JEharti, — Mr.  Moulton,  will  you  be  so  good  as  to  give  it  in  the  person 
of  the  speaker,  what  you  said,  and  what  he  said,  as  far  as  you  can  ?  A. 
Thank  you,  I  will.  * 

Mr.  Beach. — ^No,  sir;  that  is  not  so  unless  you  undertake  to  repeat  his 
precise  language.  You  may  give  the  substance  of  it,  if  you  do  not  recollect 
the  precise  words.  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  in  his  parlor,  ''Mr. 
Beecher,  Mr.  Theodore  Tilton  is  at  my  house  and  wishes  to  see  you." 

Mr.  FuUertan. — ^Now,  let  us  have  it  fairly  understood.  Do  you  give  the 
sobstance  now  as  nearly  as  you  can  recollect  it,  or  the  words  ?  A.  I  am  giv- 
ing it  as  nearly  to  the  words  as  I  can  remember  it.  I  certainly  am  giving  the 
substance. 

(^  And  do  not  profess  to  give  the  exact  words  ?    A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  Very  well.  Now  go  on  with  the  narration.  A.  I  said,  "  Theodore 
Tilton  is  at  my  house,  and  wishes  to  see  you  to-night."  He  said  :  **Thi8  is 
Friday  night;  this  is  prayer-meeting  night;  I  can  not  go  to  see  him.*' 
**  Well,"  I  said,  "  he  wants  to  see  you  with  regard  to  your  relations  with* his 
family,  and  with  regard  to  the  letter  that  he  has  sent  to  you  through  Mr. 
Boweu.  T  think  you  better  go  to  see  him."  I  said  :  "  You  better  send 
somebody  down  to  attend  to  your  prayer-meeting  for  you,"  and  he  did. 

Q.  State  what  occurred  in  reference  to  that  ?  A.  He  called  to  somebody 
in  the  room  adjoining  and  told  them — he  sent  some  message  to  his  prayer- 
meeting;  I  don^t  remember  what  it  was,  but  he  went  out  of  the  house  with 
me,  at  my  request. 

Q.  And  wiiere  did  you  go  ?  A.  Went  down  to  my  house,  sir,  where  Mr. 
Tilton  was. 

Q.  Where  did  he  go  after  he  entered  your  house  ?  A.  He  went  into  the 
front  chamber  upstairs,  where  Mr.  Tilton  was. 

Q.  And  where  did  you  go  ?    A.  I  remained  in  the  parlor. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Moulton,  state  whether  that  request  of  yours  of  Mr. 
Beecher  to  go  to  your  house,  was  in  consequence  of  anything  that  had 
occurred  between  yourself  and  Mr.  Tilton  prior  to  your  going  there  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — [To  the  witness.]    Say  yes  or  no,  sir. 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Was  any  conversation  had  between  you  on  your  way  from  Mr.  Beecher^a 
house  to  your  own  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  State  what  that  conversation  was,  as  near  as  you  can  ?  A.  As  we  were 
going  down  the  steps,  Mr.  Beecher  says,  "  What  can  I  do  ?  What  can  I  do  ?  " 
And  I  said,  ^'  I  don't  know.  I  am  not  a  Christian ;  I  am  a  heathen ;  but  I 
will  try  to  show  you  how  well  a  heathen  can  serve  you ;  I  will  try  to  do  you 
some  good ;  I  will  try  to  help  you ; "  and  we  walked  along  together,  and  I 
told  hitn  what  Mr.  Bowen  had  said  to  Mr.  Tilton  concerning  his  adulteries. 
I  told  him  that  Mr.  Bowen  had  charged  him  with  adulteries,  iu  the  presence 
of  Mr.  Tilton  and  Oliver  Johnson,  and 

Q.  What  reply  ?  Qo  on  with  the  narration.  A.  Yes,  I  wiH ;  and  he  said 
that  was  singular;  when  Bowen  brought  to  him  that  letter,  he  pledged  his 
friendship  to  him;  he  did  not  inform  him  that  he  had  told  Tilton  any  such 
thing;  and  he  told  me  furthermore  that  he  had  sympathized  with  Bowen  in 
the  stories  told  him  against  Tilton ;  that  Bowen  told  him  some  stories  against 
Tilton,  and  that  he  had  sympathized  with  them.  Another  remark  that  he 
made  was,  ^' This  is  a  terrible  night;  there  is  an  appropriateness  in  this 
storm."    We  reached  the  house. 

Q.  You  spoke  of  a  letter  which  Mr.  Tilton  had  written  to  him  through 
Mr.  Bowen  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  that  letter  ?    A.  Did  I  ever  see  it  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir  ?  A .  Yes,  sir;  I  have  seen  it;  I  had  not  seen  it  at  that  time — 
the  original  letter  that  was  delivered. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  have  it  in  your  possession  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

[Some  incidental  conversation  in  search  for  papers  is  here  omitted.] 

Q.  How  long  was  Mr.  Beecher  up  in  this  front  room  of  which  you  have 
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spoken,  with  Mr.  Tilton,  on  that  occasion  ?  A.  Well.  I  should  judge,  about 
an  hour,  sir. 

Q.  Was  there  any  other  person  present  that  you  know  of  ?  A.  With  him 
and  Mr.  Tilton  ? 

Q.  Tes,  sir  ?    A.  No  one  that  I  know  of,  sir. 

Q.  And  during  that  interview  where  were  you  ?    A.  Down  in  the  parlor. 

Q.  Was  any  one  with  you  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  remain  in  the  parlor  until  Mr.  Beecher  came  from  the  front 
room  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  where  did  he  go  when  he  left  the  upper  front  room?  A.  I  went 
out  with  him  to  Theodore  Tilton's  house,  sir. 

Q.  Where  did  you  meet  him  after  he  first  left  the  room  ?  A.  I  met  him 
at  the  foot  of  the  stairs. 

Q.  In  the  hall  ?    A.  In  the  hall ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  anything  pass  between  you  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Btate  what  was  said  ?  A.  He  asked  me  if  I  had  seen  the  letter  of 
confession  of  Elizabeth,  and  I  told  him  I  had,  and  he  said,  *<This  will 
kill  me." 

Q.  Anything  else  said  before  you  left  the  house  ?  A.  No ;  we  walked 
out  together. 

Q.  And  where  did  you  go  in  company  with  him,  if  anywhere  ?  A.  Went 
down  to  Theodore  Tilton's  house,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  on  the  way  there  after  you  left  the  house  ?  A.  He 
said  to  me,  *'  This  comes  upon  me  as  if  struck  by  lightning,"  and  I  talked 
with  him  again  about  what  Bo  wen  had  said. 

Q.  Repeat  it  ?  A.  I  told  him  again — I  told  him  that  I  thought  it  very 
strange  that  Mr.  Bo  wen  should  have  made  such  charges  against  him  to  Mr. 
Tilton  and  not  have  told  him  anything  about  it.  I  said  I  thought  it  was  very 
treacherous  on  Bowen's  part  toward  Tilton.  I  told  him  that  Bo  wen  had 
promised  to  sustain  the  charges  that  he  had  made,  and  that  is  the  substance 
of  what  was  said.  Neither  of  us,  I  think,  were  disposed  to  talk  much, 
sir. 

Mr,  Etarts, — [To  the  witness.]    All  observations  of  that  kind 

The  Witness, — I  beg  pardon,  sir ;  I  stand  corrected. 

Q.  Have  you  related  all  that  was  said  that  you  now  remember  before  you 
reached  Mr.  Tilton*s  house  ?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  Let  me  ask  you,  was  anything  said  as  to  the  substance  of  the  interview 
between  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mr.  Tilton,  when  you  were  not  present  ?  A. 
Why,  he  told  me  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  told  him  of  the  confession  of  his  wife 
to  him. 

Q.  Just  repeat  now  what  he  said  upon  that  subject  ?  A.  Mr.  Beecher  told 
me  thnt  Mr.  Tilton  had  told  him  that  Elizabeth  had  confessed,  and  hnd  read 
to  him  what  either  was  a  confession  or  a  copy  of  a  confession  of  Elizabeth 
of  sexual  intercourse  between  them;  and  he  told  me  that  Theodore  had  told 
him  of  the  reasons  for  sending  to  him  the  letter  through  Mr.  Bowen.  That 
is  all  that  I  remember  just  now. 

Q.  When  you  went  to  see  Mr.  Beecher  that  night,  had  you  any  paper  in 
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your  possession  that  had  been  given  to  you  by  Mr.  Tilton  ?    «A.  By  Mr.  Til- 
ton  ?    Yes,  a  letter  from  Mrs.  Tilton. 

Q.  Did  you  give  it  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  show  it  to  him  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  didn't. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  Mr.  Tilton  kept  a  copy  of  that  paper  of  which 
you  now  speak,  which  he  gave  to  you  ?  A.  He  made  a  copy  of  it,  I  think ; 
he  made  a  copy  of  it. 

Q.  Where  did  he  make  it  ?    A.  He  made  it  at  my  house. 

Q.  At  the  time  that  he  gave  the  original  to  you  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  he  took  a 
copy  of  it. 

Q.  And  what  did  you  do  with  that  paper  which  you  took  from  him,  and 
of  which  he  made  a  copy  ?  A.  I  kept  it  until  after  the  ^^  tripartite  covenant,'* 
and  returned  it  to  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  And  when  you  arrived  at  Mr.  Tilton's  house,  did  you  go  in  ?  A-  No, 
sir;  I  did  not  go  in. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Beecher  go  in  ?    A.  He  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  where  did  you  then  go  ?    A.  I  went  home. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  of  his  object  in  going  there  ?  A.  He  told  me  that  Theo- 
dore had  given  him  permission  to  go  to  Elizabeth  for  confirmation  of  the 
story ;  nothing  further  than  that. 

Q.  After  leaving  him  there,  where  did  you  go  ?  A.  After  leaving  him  at 
Mrs.  Tilton's  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.      A.  I  said  that  I  went  to  my  house. 

Q.  You  went  back  to  your  house  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Beecher  again  that  night  ?    A.  I  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  after  you  left  him  at  Mr.  Tilton's  house  ?  A.  Within  an 
hour,  I  should  think. 

Q.  And  where  did  you  see  him  ?    A.  In  my  parlor. 

Q.  He  returned  to  your  house,  did  he  ?    A.  Yes,  sir ;  he  did. 

Q.  Tell  me  what  occurred  then  between  you?  A.  I  went  into  the 
parlor  with  him,  and  I  said  to  him :  ^'  Well,  have  you  seen  Elizabeth  ?  "  and 
he  said  he  had.     That  was  all  he  said. 

Q.  No  further  conversation  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  How  long  did  he  remain  there  with  yon?  A.  Long  enough  to  say 
that,  and  go  to  the  front  door,  and  go  out  again ;  I  don't  know ;  a  very  short 
time,  sir. 

Q.  And  where  did  you  go  with  him  then  ?  A.  I  went  with  him  to  his 
house. 

Q.  Did  you  go  in  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  conversation,  if  any,  did  you  have  on  the  way  to  his  house  ?  A. 
Well,  it  was  nothing  but  a  repetition  of  the  other  conversation  about  Bowen, 
and  he  asked  me  to  be  friendly  to  him.     I  said  I  would  bo, 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  his  words  when  he  asked  you  to  be  friendly  with  him  ? 
As  near  as  you  can  repeat  them  I  wish  you  would  do  so.  A.  He  said  he 
wanted  me  to  be  a  friend  to  him  in  this  terrible  business. 

Q.  And  did  you  part  with  him  at  his  own  house  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  next  see  him  ?    On  the  evening  of  December  81. 
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Q.  That  was  the  next  day  f    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  After  these  interviews  of  which  you  have  spoken  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Moulton,  up  to  that  period  did  Mr.  Beecher  say  anything 
upon  the  subject  of  his  having  given  any  advice  in  reference  to  any  domestic 
difBculty  between  Tilton  and  his  wife,  or  in  reference  to  any  dismissal  from 
an  editorship,  or  any  other  relation  to  a  newspaper  ?    A.  No,  sir;  no. 

Q.  He  said  nothing  upon  either  of  those  subjects  up  to  that  time  ?  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  Now  we  come  to  the  81  st,  and  where  did  you  first  see  him  then  ?  A. 
At  his  house. 

Q.  How  did  it  happen  that  you  went  to  his  house  ?  A.  Well,  I  received 
a  note  from  Theodore  Tilton  on  the  morning  of  the  31  st  of  December,  asking 
me  to  return  to  him  the  confession  of  Elizabeth  which  I  had. 

Mr,  EtarU, — ^Well,  we  don't  want  the  contents  of  the  paper. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — No,  I  only  want  to  know  how  it  happened  that  you  went 
to  Mr.  Beecher's  house  on  the  morning  of  the  31st  ?  A.  On  the  3 1st,  not  on 
the  morning  of  the  31st. 

Q.  Well,  on  the  81st.  A.  I  went  there  because  I  had  been  informed  by 
Mr.  Tilton 

Mr,  Evarta. — No  matter  what  you  had  been  informed. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  went  there  in  conseqence  of  information  ? 

Mr,  FuUerton, — Did  you  go  there  in  consequence  of  something  that  oc- 
curred between  you  and  Mr.  Tilton  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  occurred  whilst  you  were  there  ?  A.  I  saw  Mr.  Beecher,  and  I 
said  to  him :  "  I  think  that  before  we  terminate  this  interview,  your  judg- 
ment will  be  that  it  is  a  very  strange  one."  And  I  said  to  him:  "Do  you 
remember  that  I  asked  you  last  night  if  anybody  had  seen  the  letter  that  Mr. 
%  Tilton  sent  to  you  through  Mr.  Bowen,  and  your  answer  was  that  nobody 
save  myself  had  seen  it;"  and  he  remembered  that.  I  said:  **  Mr.  Beecher, 
1  want  to  read  to  you  a  letter  from  Elizabeth  Tilton,  asking  for  the  return  of 
the  paper  which  I  have  and  the  paper  which  she  gave  to  you  last  night  at 
jour  dictation,"  and  I  did  read  that  paper  to  him,  and  I  said  to  him,  ^'I  will 
read  to  you  also  another  letter,  in  which  Mrs.  Tilton  has  informed  her  hus- 
band  " 

Mr,  EtarU, — No,  no;  if  he  read  the  letter 

Mr,  Fullerton, — He  is  telling  what  he  said  to  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr,  Ecarts, — No. 

Mr,  FtdlerUm, — Yes,  sir;  I  beg  your4)ardonI  He  is  stating  just  what  he 
eaid  to  Mr.  Beecher.     He  saiJ:  "I  will  read  to  you  another  letter." 

The  witness  resuming  :  Yes,  sir.  "I  will  read  to  you  a  letter  in  which 
Mrs.  Tilton  informs  her  husband  that  she  has  given  you  a  letter  of  retrac- 
tion," and  I  read  that  also  to  him. 

Q.  You  read  that  also  to  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  he  reply  to  that  ?  A.  He  said  he  was  surprised.  I  said  to 
him,  "  Mr.  Beecher,  I  think  you  have  been  guilty  of  a  great  meanness  in  get- 
ting the  permission  of  a  husband  to  visit  his  house,  and  then  going  there  to 
his  wife  and  procuring  from  her  what  you  know  to  be  a  lie.     Now,"  I  said  to 
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Mr.  Beecher,  "that  won't  save  you."  I  said  to  him:  "I  did  not  see  this 
morning  much  of  the  guidance  of  God  in  what  you  did,  but  perhaps  it  will 
all  turn  out  for  the  best,  for  I  hold  the  confession  of  Elizabeth  Tilton,  and  if 
you  will  return  that  recantation  to  me,  I  will  burn  both  in  your  presence,  or 
I  will  preserve  both,"  and  he  said  to  me,  **  In  case  of  my  death,  this  would 
be  the  only  defense  that  my  family  would  have  against  such  a  charge."  And 
I  said  to  him  :  '^  Mr.  Beecher,  I  do  not  think  that  now  you  ought  to  take 
merely  selfish  counsel  of  yourself.  The  truth  is  the  truth;  you  have  got  to 
abide  by  that.  Where  is  the  retraction?"  I  said  to  him,  **I  want  it." 
He  went  to  the  closet  and  got  the  retraction,  the  paper  that  he  got  from 
Elizabeth  Tilton  the  night  before,  as  he  said,  and  handed  it  to  me.  I  told 
him  I  would  protect  the  confession — I  would  not  give  that  up  to  Tilton — and 
I  would  protect  this  paper  that  he  gave  me,  with  my  life;  and  sitting  there, 
sir,  I  felt  my  pistol  in  my  pocket,  and  I  said,  '*  To  this  extent,  with  my  life." 
[Placing  his  hand  upon  his  pocket.] 

Mr,  EcttrU, — You  mean  you  took  it  out?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  took  it  out;  I 
felt  it  in  my  coat  pocket,  and  I  put  it  on  my  knee. 

Mr.  FulJerton. — Go  on  with  the  narration.  A.  He  said,  *  *  Of  course,  if 
this  charge  is  made  against  me — if  Theodore  should  make  any  charge  against 
me — my  defense  would  be  the  technical  one  of  general  denial ;  but  with  you, 
since  you  know  the  truth,  I  throw  myself  upon  your  friendship,  and  what  I 
believe  to  be  your  desire  to  save  me."  And  he  told  me  there,  he  said  to  me 
in  addition,  that  his  intercourse,  that  he  considered  his  sexual  intercourse 
with  Mrs.  Tilton  as  natural,  an  expression  of  his  love  for  her,  as  the  words 
he  used ;  and  he  said  he  felt  justified  in  it  on  account  of  the  love  that  he 
held  for  her,  and  which  he  knew  she  held  for  him ;  and  said  he,  at  the  close 
of  the  conversation,  **My  life  is  ended.  When  to  me  th^re  should  now  come 
honor  and  rest,  I  find  myself  upon  the  brink  of  a  moral  Niagara,  with  no 
power  to  save  myself,  and  I  call  upon  you  to  save  me." 

Q.  State,  if  you  please,  what  degree  of  emotion  he  manifested,  if  any  ? 
A.  A  very  great  decree  of  emotion. 

Q.  How  did  it  manifest  itself  ?    A.  In  excited  conversation. 

Q.  In  any  other  way  ?     A.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  I  did  not  know  but  what  he  wept  on  that  occasion. 

Mr,  Btart8.—WeU 

The  Witness, — Well,  yes,  he  did  weep. 

Q.  Look  at  the  paper  which  I  show  you  and  day  whether  it  is  one  of  the 
three  of  which  you  have  spoken  in  your  testimony.  [Handing  witness  a  let- 
ter.]    A.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  one  of  them. 

Q.  In  whose  handwriting  is  that  letter  ?    A.  Elizabeth  Tilton's. 

Mr,  Fidlerton, — ^I  propose  to  read  it  in  evidence.     [Reading.] 

"My  dbab  friend  Frank  :  "  Saturday  Morning. 

'*  I  want  you  to  do  me  the  greatest  possible  favor.  My  letter  which  you  have, 
and  the  one  I  gave  Mr.  Beecher  at  his  dictation  last  evening,  ought  both  to  be 
destroyed.  Please  bring  both  to  me,  and  I  will  burn  them.  Show  this  note  to 
Theodore  and  Mr.  Beecher.    They  will  see  the  propriety  of  this  request. 

Yours  truly, 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  1. "J  E.  R.  Tiltok.' 
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Mr,  E^arU. — [To  Mr.  Pullertori.J     Did  he  eay  how  he  received  it  ? 

Mr,  FuHerton, — How  did  you  receive  that  note  from  her  ?  A.  I  think 
from  Elizabeth  Tilton  direct. 

Q.  From  whom  ?    A.  From  Elizabeth  Tilton  directly. 

Mr.  Evarts, — Not  personally,  do  you  mean  ?    A.  Yea,  sir. 

Q.  At  her  house  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  is  your  recollection  of  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Received  it  at  her  house  from  her  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerUm. — What  else  occurred  during  this  interview  at  Mr.  Beecher'a 
house  on  the  81st  ?    A.  What  is  the  question  ? 

Q.  What  else  occurred,  if  anything,  at  Mr.  Beecher's  house  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  81st  ?  A.  There  was  not  anything  occurred  on  the  morning  of  the 
Slst  ;  it  was  in  the  evening. 

Q.  Well,  what  occurred  on  the  Slst  ?  A.  Nothing  that  I  remember  further 
than  that. 

Q.  Did  you  go  away  and  leave  him  at  his  house  ?    A.  I  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  where  did  you  go  ?    Ah  Went  home  to  my  house. 

Q.  Did  you  take  with  you  the  letter  which  Mr.  Beecher  gave  you,  called 
the  retraction  ?    A.  Yes«  sir. 

Q.  And  what  did  you  do  with  it  ?  A.  Read  it  to  Theodore  Tilton,  whom 
I  found  there. 

Q.  And  after  that  what  did  you  do  with  it  ?    A.  Kept  it. 

Q.  When  did  you  next  see  Mr.  Beecher  after  that  interview  ?  A.  I  think 
it  was  January  the  Ist,  sir — the  evening  of  January  the  1st.  I  don't  re- 
member seeing  him  1>efore  that — the  afternoon  or  evening  of  January  the  1st. 

Q.  Where  did  you  see  him  ?    A.  At  his  house. 

Q.  How  did  it  happen  that  you  went  there  on  January  the  1st  ?  A.  By  his 
invitation. 

Q.  And  when  was  that  invitation  extended  to  you  ?    A.  December  the  8l8t. 

Q.  When  you  were  there  on  the  occasion  you  have  already  spoken  of  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  invited  you  to  come  the  following  day  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  what  time  in  the  day,  as  near  as  you  can  remember,  was  it  when 
you  went  there  ?    A.  It  was  towards  evening,  sir,  I  think. 

Q.  Did  you  have  an  interview  with  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  what  part  of  his  house  ?    A.  In  his  study. 

Q.  Is  that  on  the  first  or  second  floor  ?  A.  It  is  on  the  second  or  third 
floor,  sir — ^I  believe  second  floor  or  third. 

Q.  State,  if  you  please,  what  that  interview  was  ?  A.  I  told  Mr.  Beecher 
that  I  had  taken  the  retraction  to  Mr.  Tilton,  and  that  I  had  told  Mr.  Tilton 
that  it  would  have  been  very  foolish  for  him  to  have  csrried  hia  threat  of  the 
morning  into  execution.  I  told  him  that  Mr.  Tilton  was  pleased  with  my 
having  procured  the  retraction,  and  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Tilton  seemed 
to  me  to  be 

[Mr.  EoarU  objected.] 

Mr.  FuUerton. — ^No,  sir,  not  at  all ;  it  is  what  he  narrated  to  Mr.  Beecher. 
A*  I  told  him  that  I  thought  that — ^I  told  him  that  Tilton  had   told  me 
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that  he  had  made  up  his  mind  that,  no  matter  what  came  to  himself,  he  would 
undertake  to  protect  the  reputation  of  his  wife  at  all  hazards.  Then  Mr. 
Beecher  said  to  me  that  he  was  in  misery  on  account  of  the  crime  that  he  had 
committed  against  Theodore  Tilton  and  his  wife  and  family ;  he  said  that  he 
would  be  wilUogto  make  any  reparation  that  was  within  his  power;  he  said 
that  Mr.  TiLton,  he  thought  would  have  been  a  better  man  under  the  circum- 
stances in  which  he  had  been  placed  than  he  had  been;  tliat  he  felt  that  he 
had  done  a  great  wrong,  because  he  was  Theodore  Tiltou^s  friend,  he  waa  bis 
pastor,  he  was  his  wife^s  friend  and  pastor,  and  he  wept  bitterly;  and  I  said 
to  him,  **  Mr.  Beecher,  why  don't  you  say  that  to  Mr.  Tilton;  why  don^t  you 
express  to  him  the  grief  you  feel,  and  the  contrition  for  it  ?  You  can  do  no 
more  than  that,  and  I  think  I  know  Theodore  Tilton  well  enough  to  know 
that  he  would  be  satisfied  with  that,  for  I  know  he  loves  his  wife."  Mr. 
Beecher  told  me  to  take  pen  and  paper,  and  to  write  at  his  dictation,  and  I 
did  write  at. his  dictation  the  letter  of  January  1st,  1871. 

Q.  What  was  done  after  you  wrote  that  letter  ?  A.  I  read  the  letter  to 
him,  and  he  read  it,  and  then  he  signed 

Q.  Never  mind,  we  will  show  that  in  a  moment.  You  say  you  read  it  to 
him?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  read  it  as  it  was  ?    A.  Yes,  sir ;  and  as  it  is. 

Q.  Did  he  take  it  and  read  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  be  understood  that  you  read  it  to  him,  and  that  he 
read  it  afterwards  for  himself  ?    A.  Yes,  certainly. 

Q.  And  did  he  write  anything  himself  upon  that  paper  or  those — add  any- 
thing to  that  letter  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  that  the  letter  of  which  you  speak  ?    A.  Yes,  sir,  that  is  it. 

Q.  What  part  of  it  is  in  the  handwriting,  if  any,  of  Mr.  Beecher;  the 
words  at  the  foot  of  the  last  page  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — I  propose  to  read  it  in  evidence. 

[Letter  submitted  to  Mr.  Evarts.] 

Q.  Before  reading  the  letter  I  want  to  ask  you  if  you  wrote  it  down  as  he 
dictated  it  ?    A.  Word  for  word. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — [Reading.] 

"  Brooklyn,  Jan.  1,  '71. 
"  In  trust  with  F.  D.  Moulton. 
"  Mt  dear  friend  Moulton 

"  I  ask  through  you  Theodore  Tilton's  forgiveness,  and  I  humble  myself 
before  him  as  I  do  before  my  God,  he  would  have  been  a  better  man,  in  my  cir- 
cumstaDces  than  I  have  been — I  can  ask  nothing  except  that  he  will  remember 
all  the  other  hearts  that  would  ache— I  will  not  plead  for  myself.  I  even  wish 
that  I  were  dead,  but  others  must  live  and  suffer.  I  will  die  before  any  one  bat 
myself  shall  be  inculpated,  all  my  thoughts  are  running  towards  my  friends 
toward  the  poor  child  lying  there  and  praying  with  her  folded  hands ;  She  is 
guiltless,  sinned  against,  bearing  the  transgressions  of  another.  Her  forgiy^ 
ness  I  have,  I  humbly  pray  to  God  that  he  may  put  it  into  the  heart  of  her 
husband  to  forgive  me. 

"  I  have  trusted  this  to  Moulton  in  confidence. 

"  H.  W.  BSSCHSR.'* 

[Paper  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  2.''  The  signature  and  preceding  line  were 
separated  from  the  body  of  the  writing.] 
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Now,  let  me  ask  yuu,  if  those  words  which  I  read  last,  to  wit :  *^I  have 
trusted  this  to  Moulton  in  confidence.  H.  W.  Beecher,''  is  what  he  wrote 
upon  that  paper  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  your  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher,  before  the  writing  of  that  letter, 
you  spoke  something  of  a  threat  having  been  made ;  what  threat  did  you  refer  to? 

Mr,  Evarts. — Did  he  repeat  it  to  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Mr,  Fyllerton. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  EvarU, — If  he  repeated  it  to  Mr.  Beecher,  he  may  testify  to  it;  other- 
wise, not. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — ^I  should  not  attempt  to  prove  it,  if  he  had  not. 

Mr,  Etarts, — ^Yes,  but  I  want  the  witness  to  understand  that. 

A.  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Til  ton  had  said  that  for  the  offense  of 
having  gone  to  his  wife  and  procured  that  retraction,  he  would  smite  him. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — And  in  your  narration  to  Mr.  Beecher,  I  understood  you 
to  say  that  you  told  him  that  you  had  said  to  Theodore  that  it  was  better  that 
he  had  not  put  that  threat  in  execution  ?    A.  Yes,  certainly. 

Mr,  Starts, — That  it  would  have  been  foolish. 

Mr,  Fullertxm, — Yes,  whatever  it  was.  [To  the  witness.]  Now  what  was 
done  after  this  paper  was  signed  ?  A.  Well,  I  left  the  house  after  having 
bid  Mr.  Beecher  good -by  at  the  head  of  the  stairs.  The  last  thing  that  he 
said  to  me  was  this,  that  he  wanted  me  to  do  my  utmost  for  peace. 

Q.  And  then  did  you  separate  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  all  that  I  at  present 
remember  that  he  said. 

Q.  Now,  up  to  this  time,  did  Mr.  Beecher  say  anything  upon  the  subject 
of  having  given  advice  in  regard  to  any  domestic  diflSculty  between  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Tilton,  or  in  respect  of  Tilton^s  dismissal  from  The  Independent  and 
The  Brooklyn  Union  f    A.  Not  that  I  remember,  sir. 

Q.  Did  anything  more  occur  on  January  the  1st  than  you  have  now  re- 
lated ?    A.  No,  not  that  I  at  present  remember. 

Q.  When,  if  at  all,  did  you  show  this  letter  of  January  1st  to  Mr.  Tilton  ? 
A.  On  the  same  evening. 

Q.  And  when  did  you  see  Mr.  Beecher  next  again  ?.  A.  I  think  on  Janu- 
ary 2d.     I  called  at  his  house. 

Q.  A  little  louder?  A.  I  called  at  his  house  on  January  the  2d,  in  the 
afternoon. 

Q.  And  how  did  it  happen  that  you  went  there  January  2d  ?  A.  By 
invitation. 

Q.  Oh  !  well  state ?    A.  Mr.  Beecher  invited  me  on  January  1st  to 

come  January  2d. 

Q.  And  in  pursuance  of  that  invitation  you  went  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  occurred  on  the  2d  of  January  ?  A.  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr. 
Tilton^s  disposition  seemed  to  me  to  be  one  that  would  injure  the  keeping 
down  of  the  story;  that  I  thought  he  had  nothing  to  apprehend  from  Mr. 

.    I  told  him  that  I  thought  he  had  nothing  to  apprehend  from  Mr. 

Tilton,  because  Mr.  Tilton  seemed  still  intent  upon  protecting  his  family. 

Q.  Well,  what  else,  if  anything  ?  A.  That  is  the  substance  of  what  I 
reinamber. 
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Q.  Where  did  that  interview  take  place  ?  A.  Up  in  his  study  or  chamber, 
I  forget  which ;  in  his  study,  I  think. 

Q.  When  did  you  next  see  him  after  January  2d  ?  A.  Ah  I  January  the 
2d  Mr.  Beecher  asked  me  if  I  thought  that  it  would  be  safe  to  have  the  sale 
of  Plymouth  pews  go  on. 

Q.  And  when  did  he  ask  you  that  question  ?  A.  Asked  it  of  me  at  the 
head  of  the  stairs,  on  the  evening  of  January  the  2d. 

Q.  Well,  tell  us  all  he  said  upon  that  subject,  if  there  was  anything  more  ? 
A.  There  was  nothing  more. 

Q.  What  reply  did  you  make  ?  A.  I  told  him  that  I  thought  it  would  be 
perfectly  safe  to  have  the  sale  of  Plymouth  pews  go  on;  I  felt  perfectly  as- 
sured that  Mr.  Tilton  would  do  nothing  against  him  or  against  his  family. 

Q.  Did  you  learn  from  him,  or  did  you  then  know,  of  your  own  knowl- 
edge, when  the  sale  was  to  take  place  ?  A.  No ;  I  don^t  remember  that  I  did 
know ;  it  was  to  take  place  some  time  during  the  next  week. 

Q.  Up  to  this  time  had  Mr.  Beecher  told  you  when  these  relations  exist- 
ing between  himself  and  Mrs.  Tilton  ceased  ? 

Mr,  Evarts, — Well,  we  would  like  to  have  the  conversations,  if  there  are  any. 

Mr,  Ftdlerton, — Well,  there  are  some,  and  we  will  go  on  and  give  them. 

A.  He  told  me  that,  sir,  on  January  the  first. 

Q.  Now  what  was  said  upon  that  subject  ?  A.  He  said  that  Elizabeth 
Tilton  had  sent  for  him  to  come  to  her  house,  and  told  him  that  she  believed 
that  their  relations  were  wrong,  and  he  told  me  that  he  said  to  her,  "If  you 
believe  these  relations  wrong,  then  they  shall  be  terminated;"  and  he  told 
me  that  he  prayed  with  her,  prayed  to  Gk)d  with  her,  for  help  to  discontinue 
their  sexual  relations. 

Q.  Anything  else  said  at  that  time  ?  A.  And  that  he  had  from  that  time 
discontinued  his  intercourse  with  her. 

Q.  Did  he  say  when  that  occurred  ?    A.  I  think  in  July,  1870. 

Q.  Now,  in  any  of  these  interviews  was  a  letter  which  Mr.  Tilton  had 
written,  or  proposed  to  write,  to  Mr.  Bowen,  the  subject  of  conversation  ? 
A.  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  on  January  the  second  that  Mr.  Tilton  was  writing  a 
letter  to  Mr.  Bowen. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  the  substance  of  that  letter  as  you  understood  it  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  upon  that  subject  ?  A.  I  told  him  that  I  should 
try  to  control  that  letter;  that  I  should  not  only  do  that,  but  do  everything 
else  that  was  in  my  power,  according  to  my  best  judgment,  to  prevent  any 
outbreak. 

Q.  Well,  if  you  stated  what  you  understood  the  contents  of  that  letter  to 
be,  or  what  they  were  to  be  to  Mr.  Beecher,  I  want  you  to  give  the  conver- 
sation ?  A.  Why,  I  told  him  that  Mr.  Tilton  intended  to  write  to  Mr. 
Bowen  the  substance  of  the  interview  between  himself  and  Oliver  Johnson, 
and  that  he  intended  to  publish  the  letter,  in  order  to  give  to  the  public  an 
exact  account  of  the  severance  of  his  relations  with  Mr.  Bowen,  and  I  told 
him  (Mr.  Beecher)  that  I  should  undertake  to  keep  out  of  that  letter  any- 
thing that  concerned  Mr.  Tilton  and  his  family  and  Mr.  Beecher. 
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Q.  Now,  what  were  the  relations  existing  between  Mr.  Bowen  and  Mr. 
Tilton  before  they  were  severed  ? 

[Objected  to  by  defendant's  counsel.] 

Mr.  FulUrton. — I  suppose  that  is  proper,  as  spoken  of  *in  this  conyer* 
cation  ? 

Mr.  Evarta. — Anything  that  he  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  on  that  subject. 

Mr.  FuUerUm.—WeWj  I  can  prove  something  else  besides  that;  I  can  prove 
the  outside  fact  of  those  relations. 

Mr,  Evarts, — I  don't  know  that  you  can. 

Mr.  FuUerton.— It  does  not  follow  that  I  can  not  prove  it  because  you  don't 
know.  it.     If  you  have  any  objection,  why,  we  will  hear  it,  of  course. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Whatever  he  saw,  whatever  he  heard,  is  good  evidence, 
provided  the  subject  itself  is  admissible.  But  to  ask  his  general  statement 
about  what  the  relations  of  Mr.  Bowen  and  Mr.  Tilton  were  is  not  evidence. 
How  is  he  to  find  out  what  the  honest  relations  were  between  Mr.  Bowen  and 
Mr.  TiltoD.  Whatever  he  saw  or  heard  between  raises  the  question  then 
whether  the  subject  is  admissible.    But  his  judgment  does  not. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — ^I  do  not  ask  his  judgment;  I  ask  the  fact  as  to  the  rela- 
tions existing  between  Mr.  Bowen  and  Mr.  Tilton.  They  now  come  in  ques- 
tion. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  I  think  you  ought  to  be  content  with  the  general 
statement  that  they  were  friendly,  or  that  they  were  not ;  if  you  go  beyond 
that,  it  ought  to  be  shown  to  have  been  communicated  to  the  defendant — ^the 
conversation. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — Why,  sir,  I  suppose  it  is  competent  for  me  to  show  that 
Mr.  Bowen  was  the  proprietor  of  The  Independent. 

Judge  Neilson. — Certainly. 

Mr.  FulWton.— And  that  Mr.  Tilton  was  in  his  employ  as  an  editor.  I 
propose  to  show,  also,  that  he  had  a  relation  to  The  Brooklyn  Unions  and  an- 
other newspaper  in  this  city. 

Mr.  Etarts. — I  have  no  objection  to  that — their  relations. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  go  on. 

Mr.  Etarte. — You  can  prove  them  by  him  or  by  anybody  else. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Well,  tliat  is  what  I  propose  to  do.  I  suppose  the  gentle- 
man understands  some  things  without  my  saying  much  about  them.  He  spoke 
of  severed  relations  with  Mr.  Bowen.  [To  the  witness.]  Now,  I  want  to 
know  what  those  relations  were.  A.  He  was  associated  with  Mr.  Bowen  as 
editor  of  The  Union. 

Mr.  Hill. — Was  then,  or  had  been  ?    A.  He  had  been,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  as  to  The  Independent  t  A.  He  had  been  editor  of  The  Indepen- 
dent,  and  had  made  a  contract  as  contributor  to  The  Independent, 

Q.  Now  repeat,  if  you  please,  what  you  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to 
thia  proposed  letter  of  Mr.  Tilton  to  Mr.  Bowen,  respecting  what  had  thereto- 
fore taken  place  between  them  ?  A.  I  told  him  that  he  intended  to  publish 
that  letter  to  make  clear  the  reason  for  the  severance  of  their  relations. 

Q.  And  it  was  that  letter,  that  I  understand  you,  that  you  were  going  to 
try  to  control  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  So  as  to  keep  out  of  it  anything  of  the  personal  matters  between  Mr. 
Beecher  and  Mr.  Tilton — ^is  that  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Very  well,  now,  what  else  occurred  at  that  time,  if  you  remember  any- 
thing else  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  just  at  present  anything  else. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anything,  or  did  you  learn  anything  from  Mr.  Beecher 
in  regard  to  a  letter  which  he  had  written  to  Mr.  Bowen  ?  A.  He  told  me 
that  he  had  written  a  letter  to  Mr.  Bowen  explaining — taking  back  something 
that  he  had  said  about  a  lady  to  Mr.  Bowen.  He  had  told  me  previously — ^I 
omitted  that,  sir — he  had  told  me  previously  that  he  had  sympathized — as  I 
told  him  before,  the  interview  of  December  31st,  and  then  he  told  me  on  Janu- 
ary 1st  that  he  had  mentioned  a  lady's  name  to  Mr.  Bowen.  Bowen  and  I  told 
him  that  that  was  very  unjust,  and  he  said  he  would  take  it  back,  and  on 
January  2d,  he  told  me  that  he  had  written  to  Mr.  Bowen  taking  it  back. 

Mr,  Evarts, — Unjust  to  whom  ?    A.  Unjust  to  the  woman,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  did  he  show  you  the  letter  ?  A.  Yes,  sir,  he  showed  me  the 
rough  draft  of  the  letter,  either  on  that  occasion  or  a  day  or  two  afterwards. 

Q.  Look  at  the  paper  now  shown  you,  and  say  whether  that  is  the  rough 
draft  he  showed  you  ?    A.  Yes,  sir  ;  that  is  it. 

[Paper  shown  to  defendant's  counsel.] 

Mr,  FuUertan, — [Reading.] 

"  Brooklyn,  Jan.  2d,  '71. 

**  My  Dear  Mr.  Bowkn,— Since  I  saw  you  last  Tuesday,  I  have  reason  to 
think  that  the  only  cases  of  which  I  spoke  to  you  in  regard  to  Mr.  Tilton,  were 
exaer^^rated  in  being  reported  to  me,  and  I  should  be  anwilling  to  have  anything 
I  Bf  id  tho'  it  wa^  but  little,  weigh  on  your  mind,  iu  a  matter  so  important  to  his 
welfare.  I  am  informed  by  one  od  whose  judgment  and  integrity  I  greatly 
rely,  and  who  has  the  means  of  forming  an  opinion  better  than  any  of  us  that 
he  knows  of  the  whole  matter  about  Mrs.  B."    Shall  I 

Judge  Neilson. — No;  do  not  give  the  name  at  length. 

Mr.  Evarts. — What  does  your  Honor  say  ? 

Judge  Neilson.— Not  to  give  the  name  at  length;  there  is  no  occcadon 
for  it. 

Mr,  Evarts, — ^Well,  they  must  have  the  responsibility  of  reading  letters  or 
not  reading  them.* 

Mr,  Beach. — We  take  the  responsibility,  sir,  of  giving  the  initials  of  the 
name. 

Mr,  Evarts, — ^Will  your  Honor  allow  the  letter  to  be  imperfectly  read  ? 

Mr,  Beach, — If  you  want  it,  read  it. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Not  at  all ;  we  don't  read  the  letter,  or  offer  it.  The  respon- 
sibility is  with  the  counsel  to  read  the  letter  or  omit  the  letter. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  does  not  follow,  however,  that  the  letter  is  to  be 
omitted  because  it  may  contain  the  name  of  a  third  person,  which  name 
ought  not  to  be  given  publicly.  A  letter  might  contain  matter  material  and 
proper  to  be  given,  and  contain  the  name  of  a  third  person  not  proper  to  be 
given.     So,  for  the  present,  I  make  the  suggestion  to  the  counsel. 

*  Compare  Bex  v.  FUich&r  (4  Carr.  &  P.  250) ;  Bex  v.  Glewcs  (Id.  221);  B^  T. 
Hewme  (Id.  215,  8.  C.  19  Eng.  Com.  L.  B.,  482,  485,  501);  Btx  v.  WaM»^  (6  Carr. 
U,  P.,  176). 
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Mr.  EvarU. — Your  Honor  does  not  intend  to  rule  that  letters  can  be  im- 
perfectly read  ? 

Judge  Nbilson. — ^No. 

Mr,  FvXlerton, — It  is  not  an  imperfect  reading  of  the  letter;  it  is  a  with- 
holding of  the  whole  name  in  the  interest  of  decency  and  propriety,  not  to 
arraign  a  person  here  who  ought  not  to  be  arraigned. 

Mr,  EvartB, — Your  Honor  does  not  now  rule  that  they  have  a  right  to  read 
the  letter  imperfectly  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — I  rule  that,  if  the  letter  be  at  all  material,  they  may 
read  it,  omitting  the  name  of  the  third  person  referred  to. 

Mr,  EvarU, — To  that  we  except. 

Judge  Neilbon. — The  name  of  the  third  person  referred  to  not  being  at 
all  material. 

Mr,  EtarU, — That  we  don't  know. 

Mr,  Beach. — We  give  the  whole  letter  in  evidence,  and  we  read  such  part 
as  we  choose. 

Mr,  FuUerUm, — Yes,  sir ;  and  the  gentlemen  can  read*  the  whole  name  if  it 
subserves  their  purpose.  . 

Judge  Neilson. — If  you  put  in  a  paper,  and  read  a  few  lines  of  it,  it  is  all 
put  in  by  you.  The  other  side,  if  they  desire,  can  read  the  rest  of  it,  because 
you  have  pui;  it  in."^ 

Mr.  Evarts, — Your  Honor  will  allow  us  either  to  except,  or  else  have  it 
understood  tliat  the  whole  letter  is  considered  as  read. 

Judge  Neilson. — Oh !  the  whole  letter  is  in. 

Mr,  Evarts, — And  considered  as  read  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — But  they  read  such  portion  now  as  they  chose,  and  if 
you  read  any  portion  of  it  you  will  be  reading  the  document  which  they  put  in. 

Mr.  EvarU, — I  understand  we  will  consider  it  all  in. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Pullerton, — [Resuming  the  reading.] 

"  I  am  informed  by  one  on  whose  judgment  and  integrity  I  greatly  rely,  and 
who  has  the  meaofl  of  forming  an  opinion  better  than  any  of  us  that  he  knows 

the  whole  matter  about  Mrs.  B ,  and  that  the  stories  are  not  true,  and  that 

the  same  is  the  case  with  other  stories — to  this  I  do  not  wish  any  reply.     I 
thought  it  only  due  to  justice  that  I  should  say  so  much.        Truly  yours, 

"  H.  W.  Beechbr." 

[Letter  marked  *»  Exhibit  No.  4^."] 

Q.  Now,  when  did  you  next  have  an  interview  with  Mr.  Beecher,  and 
where  ?  A.  Within  the  next — within  that  week ;  I  do  not  remember  the  day ; 
I  think  it  was  the  third  or  fourth. 

Q.  And  where  ?    A.  At  my  house. 

Q.  Under  what  circumstances  ?  A.  Mr.  Beecher  came  to  the  house  to  see 
me;  I  was  at  home,  and  Mr.  Tilton  was  there,  and  they  met  in  my  presence. 

Q.  State  whether,  so  far  as  you  know,  that  meeting  was  accidental  or  not 
between  those  two  gentlemen  ?    A.  It  was  accidental. 

Q.  Now,  what  occurred  ?    A.  Well,  Mr.  Tilton  was  not  cordial,  sir. 

•  IktHfu  V.  Ou%eUy  (1  H.  &  N..  1 ;  S  C,  2  Jur.  N.  S.  497) ;  PendUton  v.  Weed 
(17  N.  Y.,  72);  Dewey  v.  EotchkUs  (30  N.  Y.,  497). 
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Q.  Now,  what  occurred  ?    A.  Well,  Mr.  Tilton  was  not  cordial. 

Mr,  JSvarU, — What  occurred  ?    A.  Do  you  mean  what  was  said. 

Q.  No ;  we  want  the  facts  first.     I  do  not  want  what  took  place. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Well,  I  will  submit  that  the  witness  had  stated  there  was 
a  want  of  cordiality  between  these  parties  on  that  occasion,  and  I  want  to  ask 
him  now  how  that  was  manifested. 

Mr.  EvarU. — Not  in  the  first  place;  we  are  certainly  entitled  to  the  facts 
first.     I  will  ask  the  court  to  decide  between  us. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — I  am  proceeding  in  the  proper  way,  and  I  very  much  dis- 
like these  interruptions,  without  cause,  on  the  part  of  counsel. 

Mr,  Evarts. — ^If  your  Honor  please,  the  counsel  gets  a  construction,  and 
then  proceeds  to  give  the  facts.  Since  an  issue  has  been  made,  I  submit  that 
counsel  can  not  give  a  construction  of  what  occurred,  and  then  proceed  to 
give  the  facts.  He  may  give  the  construction,  and  then,  possibly,  not  give 
the  facts.  We  will  have  the  facts  first,  as  the  law  requires,  and  then  we  will 
put  our  construction  on  them,  and  the  jury  will  put  theirs. 

Mr.  Fullerton.— It  is  a  fact  in  this  case  whether  upon  this  occasion  these 
parties  met  cordially  or  not.  It  is  a  fact  whether.  Mr.  Tilton  greeted  3Ir. 
Beecher  cordially,  or  not.     That  is  a  fact  in  this  case. 

JuDOB  Neilson. — Well,  that  is  a  fact,  the  answer  as  to  which  depends  on 
the  opinion  of  the  witness,  and  it  would  be  more  proper  to  ask,  therefore, 
what  the  indications  of  a  want  of  cordiality  were. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  was  asking  him  this  very  thing. 

Judge  Neilson. — Very  well,  go  on. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — How  was  that  want  of  cordiality  manifested  ?  A.  In  Mr, 
Tilton  not  recognizing  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Go  on  with  the  narration,  please.  A.  I  said  to  Mr.  Tilton  in  Mr. 
Beecher's  presence:  **Mr.  Tilton,  I  think  that  your  conduct  here  is  wrong; 
you  have  no  business  in  my  house  to  treat  with  such  absolute  discoortesy 
Mr.  Beecher.  You  have  read  his  letter  of  contrition.  He  has,  in  my  opinion, 
done  everything  that  a  man  could  do,  up  to  the  point  of  making  a  public 
statement  of  the  facts.  You  cun  not  require  any  more.  I  think  that,  having 
received  such  an  explanation  from  him  of  his  feelings  towards  yon,  you  should 
greet  him  at  least  civilly."  And  Mr.  Beecher  said,  **  Theodore,  I  hope  that 
my  expression  of  feeling  towards  you  in  my  letter  you  will  feel  to  be  a  sincere 
expression.  I  will  do  anything  within  reason  that  you  may  ask  me  to  do  to 
make  reparation  for  the  wrong  I  have  done  you.  I  don't  see  what  I  can  do, 
but  if  there  is  anything  proper  that  I  can  do,  I  should  like  to  have  you  indi- 
cate it."  That  was  the  substance  of  the  conversation  between  Mr.  Beecher 
and  Mr.  Tilton  and  myself,  and  the  result  of  that  conversation  between  Mr. 
Beecher  and  Mr.  Tilton  was  that  Mr.  Tilton  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  he  certainly 
intended  to  protect  his  family,  and  that  was  the  substance  of  it. 

Q.  What  degree,  if  any,  of  emotion  was  manifested  on  that  occasion  t  A. 
There  was  emotion  manifested  by  Mr.  Tilton,  for  he  turned  upon  me  Tery 
fiercely,  and  said,  "  How  can  you  expect  me  to  greet  this  man  cordially  ?  " 

Q.  What  was  the  state  of  Mr.  Beecher^s  mind,  as  indicated  by  any  out- 
urard  emotion  ?    A.  Sorrowful,  sir.     He  was  in  tears. 
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Q.  Have  you  related  now,  all  that  occurred  at  that  time,  as  you  remember 
it  ?    A.  Ab  far  as  I  at  present  remember ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Beecher  after  that,  and  if  so,  when  and  where  f  A.  I 
saw  him  very  frequently  at  my  house. 

Q.  Give  us  the  next  meeting  that  you  recollect  of  ?  A.  It  was  before  the 
10th  of  January. 

Q.  What  occurred  then  ?  A.  I  read  to  Mr.  Beecher  the  letter  which  Mr. 
Til  ton  had  written  to  Mr.  Bo  wen. 

[Letter  handed  to  witness,] 

Q.  Look  at  the  paper  I  now  show  you,  and  say  whether  that  is  the  letter 
▼ou  then  read  to  him  ?  A.  Yes,  sir,  that  is  it.  This  letter  recalls  a  fact  that 
1  don't  know  whether  I  mentioned,  or  not,  that  Mr.  Beecher  returned  to  me 
the  letter  that  Mr.  Bo  wen  gave  to  him. 

Q.  Repeat  that  ?  A.  Mr.  Beecher  returned  to  me  the  letter  that  Mr. 
Bowen  gave  him — ^the  letter  written  by  Mr.  Tilton  on  December  26th. 

Mr,  EhartB. — Do  you  mean  he  did  at  this  time  ?  A.  No,  sir;  January  Ist, 
I  think  it  was. 

Mr.  FvlUrUm, — I  oflfer  this  letter  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Etarta. — He  means  to  say  that  is  the  very  paper  he  showed  to  Mt 
Beecher. 

The  Witness. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerUm,  In  whose  handwriting  is  the  paper?  A.  Theodore 
Tilton's.  • 

Mr.  FuUertan, — ^I  will  now  read  the  letter  from  lirlr.  Tilton  to  Mr.  Bowen, 
dated  Brooklyn,  Jan.  Ist,  1871  : 

"  Brooklyn,  Jan.  1,  1871. 
*'  Mr.  Hknrt  C.  Bowen, 

**  Sir,  I  received  last  evening  year  sudden  notices  breaking  my  two  contracts 
one  with  The  Independent ^  and  the  other  with  The  Brooklyn  Union. 

"  With  reference  to  this  act  of  yours,  I  will  make  a  plain  statement  of  facts. 

"  It  was  during  the  early  part  of  the  Rebellion  (if  1  recollect  aright)  when 
ynu  first  intimated  to  me  that  the  Rev.  Henry  Ward  Beecher  had  committed  acts 
of  adultery  for  which,  if  you  should  expose  him,  he  would  he  driven  from  his 
pulpit.  fSrom  that  time  onward  your  references  to  this  subject  were  frequent, 
and  always  accompanied  with  the  exhibition  of  a  deep-seated  injury  to  your 
heart. 

•'  In  a  letter  which  you  addressed  to  me  from  Woodstock,  June  16,  1868, 
referring  to  this  subject,  you  said:'  I  sometimes  feel  that  I  mfist  break  silence, 
that  I  must  no  longer  suffer  ay  a  dumb  man  and  be  made  to  bear  a  load  of  grief 
most  unjusUy.    One  word  from  me  would  make  a  reoolution — througJwiU  Christ- 

0ndom,\  had  almost  said — and  you  know  it You  have  just  a  little 

of  the  evidence  from  the  great  volume  in  my  posseAsion I  am  not 

pursuing  a  phantom,  but  solemnly  brooding  over  an  awful  reality/ 

<*  The  underscorings  in  this  extract  are  your  own.  Subsequently  to  the  date 
of  this  letter,  and  at  frequent  intervals  from  then  till  now,  you  have  repeated 
the  statement  that  you  could  at  any  moment  expel  Henry  Ward  Beecher  from 
Brooklyn.    You  have  reiterated  the  same  thing  not  only  to  me  but  to  oihers. 

*<  Moreover,  during  the  year  just  closed,  your  allusions  to  the  subject  were 
ottered  with  more  feeling  than  heretofore,  and  were  not  unfrequently  coupled 
with  your  emphatic  declaration  that  Mr.  Beecher  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to 
oecnpy  a  public  position  as  a  Christian  preacher  and  teacher. 

"  On  the  26th  of  December,  1870,  at  an  interview  in  your  house,  at  which  Mr. 
Oliver  Johnson  and  I  were  present,  you  spoke  freely  and  indignantly  against  Mr, 
I.— 28 
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Beecher  as  an  unsafe  visitor  among  tho  families  of  his  congregation.  Ton 
alluded  by  name  to  a  woman,  now  a  widow,  whose  hunband's  death  70a  had  no 
doubt  was  liEMteued  by  his  knowledge  that  Mr.  Beecher  had  maintained  with  her 
an  improper  intimacy.  You  avowed  your  knowledge  of  several  other  cases  of 
Mr.  Beecher's  adulteries.  Moreover,  as  if  to  leave  no  doubt  on  the  mind  either 
of  Mr.  Johnson  or  myself,  you  informed  us  that  Mr.  Beecher  had  made  to  you  a 
confession  of  hia  guilt,  and  had  with  tears  implored  your  forgiveness." 

Mr.  FuVerton. — I  propose  not  to  read   a  part  of  that  letter,  gentlemen,  I 

shall  omit,  commencing  with  the  words,  **  after  Mr.  Johnson  retired  from  this 

interview."     ....     [The  letter  then  continues.] 

**  During  your  recital  of  the  tale  you  were  full  of  anger  towards  Mr.  Beecher. 
You  said  with  terrible  emphusis  that  he  ou^ht  not  remain  a  week  longer  in  hia 
pulpit.  You  immediately  sugjre-sted  that  a  demand  should  be  made  upon  him 
to  quit  his  sacred  office  :  you  volunteered  to  bear  to  him  such  a  demand  in  th^ 
form  of  an  open  letter  which  you  would  present  to  him  with  your  own  hand  ; 
and  you  plt^dged  yourself  to  sustain  tlie  demand  which  this  letter  should  make, 
namely,  that  he  should,  for  rea.sons  which  he  explicitly  knew,  immediately 
cease  from  his  ministry  of  Plymouth  Church,  and  retire  from  Brooklyn. 

"  The  first  draft  of  the  letter  did  not  contain  the  phraoe  •  for  reasons  which 
he  explicitly  knew  ;'  and  these  word8,(or  words  to  this  effect),  wt^re  incorporated 
in  a  secoud.  at  your  motion.  You  urged  furthermore  (and  verj-  empiiatically) 
that  the  letter  should  demand  not  only  Mr.  Beecher's  abdication  of  his  pulpit, 
but  cessation  of  his  writing  for  7%a  Christian  Union — a  point  on  which  you  were 
overruled.  Tfiis  letter  you  presented  to  Mr.  Beecher  at  Mr.  FreelandV  house. 
Shortly  after  its  pre.-^entation,  you  soujjht  an  interview  with  nie  in  the  editorial 
office  of  Tkt'  Brooklyn,  Union,  during  which,  with  unaccountable  emotion  in 
your  mannt^r — your  face  livid  with  rage — you  threatened  with  a  loud  voice  that  if 
I  ever  should  inform  Mr.  Beecher  of  the  statements  which  you  had  made  con- 
cerning his  adultery,  or  should*corapel  you  to  adduce  the  evidence  on  wiiich  you 
agreed  to  sustain  the  demand  for  Mr.  Beecher's  withdrawal  from  Bro  iklyn,  you 
would  immediately  deprive  me  of  my  engagement  to  write  for  The  Independent 
and  to  edit  The  Bronklyn  Union,  and  that  in  case  I  should  ever  attempt  lo  enter 
the  offices  of  those  journals  you  would  have  me  ejected  by  force.  I  told  you 
that  I  should  inform  Mr.  Beecher  or  anybody  else,  according  to  the  dictates  of 
my  judgme^it,  uninfluenced  by  any  threat  from  my  employer.  You  then  ex- 
citedly retired  from  my  presence.  Hardly  had  your  violent  words  ceased  ring- 
ing in  my  enrs.  when  1  received  your  summary  notices  breaking  my  contracts 
wiih  The  Independent  and  The  Brooklyn  Union.  To  the  foregoing  narrative  of 
facts,  I  liAve  only  to  add  my  surprise  and  regret  at  the  sudden  interruption,  by 
your  own  act.  of  what  has  been,  on  my  part,  towards  you,  a  faithful  friendship 
of  fifteen  years.  Truly  yours, 

[Signed.]  ThkodorkTtlton." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  3."] 

Q.  Did  you  state  to  Mr.  Beecher  what  Mr.  Tilton  proposed  to  do  with 
tliat  letter  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  to  him  upon  that  subject  ?  A.  I  told  him  Mr. 
Tilton  intended  to  publish  it. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Beecher  say  ?  A.  Mr.  Beecher  said  that  the  statement 
that  he  had  ever  confessed  to  Mr.  Bowen,  was  entirely  untrue ;  he  said  that 
he  had  had  differences  with  Mr.  Bowen,  and  a  settlement  with  Mr.  Bo^en, 
and  that  Mr.  Bowen  had  never  raised  with  him,  at  any  such  settlement,  any 
question  of  adultery  ;  he  said  that  he  presumed  that  he  knew  what  one 
portion  of  the  letter  referred  to;  I  said  to  him,  ^*Now,  I  have  a  busineiv 
matter  under  the  contracts  to  settle  with  Mr.  Bowen  of  Mr.  Tilton's,  and  I 
don't  want  to  proceed  to  court  with  that  claim,  if  taking  it  into  court  is  going 
to  rip  up  your  relations  with  Mr.  Tilton^s  family;  I  don't  want  to  do  that;  J 
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would  rather  pay  him  what  Mr.  Bowen  owes  him  than  to  do  that,  hut,  Mr. 
Tilton,"  I  said,  **  feels  that  he  wants  to  publish  this  letter.  He  feels  that  he 
lias  taken  out  of  it  all  that  concerns  you  and  your  relations  with  his  family. 
He  wants  to  leave,  and  he  is  willing  to  leave  you  and  Mr.  Bowen  in  conflict,'* 
but  I  told  him  that  I  did  not  approve  of  that.  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  I 
wanted  to  settle  all  matters  peacefully — the  Bowen  question  peacefully — that 
Mr.  Bowen  had  acted,  in  my  opinion,  I  told  him,  treacherously  towards  him, 
and  treacherously  towards  Mr.  Tilton.  He  then  told  me  that  he  thought  it 
would  be  necessary  for  him,  in  order  that  I  might  be  guided  properly  in  the 
transaction  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Bowen — that  it  would  be  necessary 
to  tell  me  the  truth  about  a  certain  charge  made  by  Mr.  Bowen. 

Judge  Neilson. — Is  that  part  of  the  conversation  necessary  f 

Mr.  FvUerton. — I  don't  propose  to  have  it. 

Jni>OE  Neilson. — Omit  it. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Let  him  go  a  little  further. 

Mr,  EvarU.—Whsit  is  that  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Part  of  this  conversation  which  may  be  material  may 
be  given,  without  introducing  that  part  of  it  which  relates  to  a  third  per- 
son, and  which  may  not  V>e  material. 

Mr.  EvarU. — We  know  nothing  about  it.  We  would  like  to  have  the 
conversation. 

Judge  Neilson. — All  that  relates  to  these  parties  is  proper.  That 
which  relates  to  a  third  party  ought  to  be  omitted.  I  think  the  part  that  is 
germane  to  the  question  may  be  given,  and  the  rest  be  left  out. 

Mr,  FaUerton. — That  was  my  view,  if  your  Honor  please.  [To  the  wit- 
ness.] Go  on,  now,  please,  and  I  will  tell  you  when  to  stop.  A.  He  said  he 
thought  it  would  be  necessary  to  tell  me  the  truth  with  regard  to  himself,  and 
to  what  he  supposed  Mr.  Bowen  referred  in  the  letter  in  tlie  language  that  he 
used  to  Mr.  Tilton  and  recited  in  th'i  letter. 

Q.  What  language  did  he  call  your  attention  to  ?  A.  Give  me  the  letter 
and  I  will  show  it  you  ;  I  can  not  repeat  it. 

Q.  [Handing  letter  to  witness.]  Point  out  the  part  that  he  called  your 
attention  to.  What  part  of  the  letter  did  Mr.  Beecher  call  your  attention  to 
by  way  of  explaining  it  ?  A.  He  said  he  presumed  he  knew  to  what  Mr. 
Bowen  referred  in  this  part  of  the  letter:  **  After  Mr.  Johnson  retired  from 
this  interview  you  related  to  me  the  case  of  a  woman  whom  you  said  (as 
nearly  as  I  can  recall  your  words)  that  Mr.  Beecher  took  in  his  arms  by  force 
and  accomplished  upon  her  his  deviltry." 

Q.  Did  he  then  go  on  to  explain  that  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — ^I  will  not  ask  what  the  explanation  was. 

Mr.  -fifear^.— Well,  if  your  Honor  please,  is  that  the  way  in  which  it  is  to 
be  left  t 

Mr.  Fullert4m,'—No,  not  necessarily,  if  the  other  side  will  take  the  respon- 
sibility of  calling  it  out  on  cross-examination. 

JuDOB  Neilron. — You  can  call  out  now  what  you  think  is  material. 

Mr.  Fullerton.— I  have  called  out  what  I  think  is  material. 

Mr,  EcarU. — We  don*t  understand  that  to  be  right — to  characterize  a  con- 
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versation  as  an  explanatioD,  and  there  leave  the  matter.  What  we  are  en- 
titled to  is  proof  of  what  occurred  between  this  party  and  Mr.  Beecher  on 
that  subject. 

Judge  Neilsox. — On  this  subject. 

Mr.  Emrts. — On  that  passage  in  this  letter. 

Judge  Neilsox. — On  the  subject  that  we  have  to  deal  with  ? 

Mr.  Evarts. — On  that  passage  in  that  letter  which  they  have  introduced 
as  giving  a  conversation  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mr.  Moulton  on  that  sub- 
ject, to  wit,  that  it  was  a  conversation  in  which  ]VIr.  Beecher  explained 
that. 

Judge  Xeilson. — If  the  word  **  explained"  was  used,  that  justifies  you 
in  taking  the  view  you  do. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — Now,  they  can  omit  calling  the  witness's  attention  to  that 
clause  in  that  letter,  and  omit  interrogating  him  whether  there  was  a  conver- 
sation between  them ;  but  they  can  not  introduce  it  and  introduce  the  fact 
that  they  went  on  to  converse  about  it,  and  then  dispose  of  it  as  a  conversa- 
tion or  explanation  on  Mr.  Beccher's  part. 

Judge  Neilson. — No,  it  should  not  appear  as  a  matter  of  explanation. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — They  must  give  the  evidence,  or  omit  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  word  *'  explanation  "  is  used  as  giving  a  coloring 
you  don't  intend,  perhaps,  but  which,  at  any  rate,  is  not  proper. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  am  quite  willing  it  should  be  eliminated  from  the  testi- 
mony, and  I  want  it  distinctly  understood  by  your  Honor  that  this  is  omitted 
out  of  consideration  to  a  third  person,  who  ought  not  to  be  dragged  into 
this  controversy,  and  if  she  is  dragged  in,  it  will  not  be  by  me.  I  propose 
the  court  sliall  understand  my  object  in  omitting  that  part  of  the  narration. 
I  don't  mean  it  shall  be  said  of  me  that  I  am  afraid  of  its  effect  on  my  client 
by  any  means,  but  it  is  in  the  interest  of  propriety  that  no  third  person 
should  be  brought  into  this  controversy,  unless  it  is  actually  necessary  to 
elucidate  the  truth  between  these  parties. 

Mr.  Emrts. — If  you  will  state  that  all  that  relates  to  the  Proctor  matter, 
that  will  be  the  end  of  it.     That  has  been  considered  by  another  court. 

Judge  Neilson. — We  don't  propose  to  receive  Miss  Proctor  here. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — ^I  don't  want,  if  your  Honor  please,  a  mutilation  of  evidence. 
If  this  witness  has  to  be  judged  by  this  jury,  he  is  to  be  judged  by  what  he 
states,  without  the  suppression  of  anything. 

Mr.  Bench. — Your  Honor  will  permit  me  to  say,  unless  this  should  be 
adopted  as  a  precedent  establishing  a  principle,  in  which  I  do  not  concur, 
that  I  should  say  a  word  in  regard  to  it.  I  insist  that  we  have  a  right  to  give 
the  whole  or  any  part  of  any  statement  or  declaration  that  may  have  been  made 
by  Mr.  Beecher  which  we  deem  material  to  the  particular  matter  under  in- 
yestigation ;  that  it  is  not  a  rule  of  evidence  that  we  should  give  all  of  what 
may  have  been  said  in  a  confession  to  which  we  have  directed  the  attention 
of  a  witness.  The  material  part — ^that  which  we  consider  essential  to  the 
interests  of  the  party  we  represent — we  may  call  out  upon  our  examination, 
and  if  there  be  any  part  of  it  omitted  appearing  to  the  other  side  to  be  essen- 
tial to  their  interests,  it  is  entirely  competent  for  them  to  give  it  in  evidence  \ 
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but  it  is  Dot  tho  rule  of  evidence  that  we  shall  ^ive  the  whole  of  what  Mr. 
Beecher  mav  have  said  upon  any  particular  occasion,  material  or  immaterial 
to  the  particular  issue  under  investigjition. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  understand  it  to  be  so,  and  to  be  a  fundamental  prin- 
ciple. 

Mr.  Evarts, — ^I  agree  to  that;  but  that  is  not  the  point  of  the  inquiry. 
They  may  ask  him  what  he  did  say,  and  then  take  what  he  said  and  stop  at 
a  certain  point,  and  then,  if  we  choose  to  call  out  the  rest  of  the  conversa- 
tion, it  <;omes  to  us. 

Mr,  Beaeh, — Mr.  Evarts,  will  you  permit  me  to  suggest  to  you  (as  I  do  not 
wish  to^y  anything  lurther)  that  we  m(*y  ask  if  Mr.  Beecher  made  an  ex- 
planation in  regard  to  a  given  fact,  and  refrain  from  calling  out  that  expla- 
nation ? 

Mr,  Evarts. — No,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  insist  upon  that  proposition.  We  are  not  bound  to  call  it 
ont  unless  we  choose.  We  may  say  he  acted  in  regard  to  a  particular  matter 
without  calling  out  what  that  action  was.  It  may  be  we  opened  the  subject 
as  far  as  to  permit  the  opposite  party  to  give  it  in  evidence,  but  we  are  not 
compelled  to  produce  it;  we  are  not  compelled  to  give  them  any  part  of  the 
declaration  or  any  part  of  the  acts  of  Mr.  Beecher  further  than  we  may 
choose  to  go. 

Judge  Neilson. — Undoubtedly,  and  yet  it  would  be  unsafe  if  you  are 
allowed  to  ask  a  witness  whether  the  defendant  made  an  explanation,  because, 
in  truth,  what  he  might  imderstand  to  be  an  expranation  might  not  be  so. 

Mr.  Beach, — Suppose  I  ask  if  he  made  a  declaration  in  regard  to  it,  am  I 
bound  to  call  out  that  declaration  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — That  would  be  better,  doubtless;  but  what  has  dis- 
turbed your  opponents,  I  think,  is  the  word  **  explanation,"  which  has  gone 
on  the  minutes, — the  statement  that  he  has  made  an  explanation  which  admits 
of  an  inference  adverse  to  him. 

Mr.  FuUerUm, — I  have  already  stated  that  that  might  be  struck  out. 

Judge  Neulson. — The  clause  in  which  that  word  occurs  must  be  struck 
out.* 

Mr.  FuUerttm. — No,  sir;  not  the  clause,  but  the  explanation.  What  we 
wish  to  omit  has  no  bearing  upon  the  issue  in  this  case. 

Mr.  EvarU. — Ah,  ah,  that  will  depend. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — That  depends  oq  the  facts  we  will  adduce  in  eviaence. 

Mr.  Evarts. — ^It  will  depend  on  the  truth  or  falsity  of  your  testimony. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — And  the  truth  or  falsity  of  our  testimony  you  may  test  to 
the  uttermost. 

Mr.  EiHirts. — And  we  will  test  it  by  facts,  but  not  by  explanation. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Test  it  in  your  own  way,  without  heralding  what  you  are 
going  to  do  so  vociferously. 

Judge  Neilson. — With  my  permission,  neither  of  you  will  test  anything 
that  is  not  material  to  the  issue  we  are  trying.  I  don't  intend  to  admit  any- 
thing that  is  not  material  to  the  issue  now  before  me. 

*  See  note  on  the  omiBsion  of  names,  p.  850,  ante. 
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Mr.  Evarts,  —Is  not  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  testimony  material  f 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir,  undoubtedly,  but  not  evidence  affecting  third 
persons.  I  don't  desire  to  decide  a  question  as  to  third  persons,  or  to  have 
third  persons'  names  implicated  beyond  what  is  necessary. 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  we  agree  to.  We  have  no  desire  to  mention  their 
names,  or  to  hav3  anything  to  do  with  third  persons.  Let  them  omit  calling 
his  attention  to  any  conversation  of  Mr.  Beecher  on  that  subject.  Leave  it 
out,  or  else  bring  it  in. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — No,  I  wish  to  have  it  appear  his  attention  was  called  to  it, 
and  that  he  said  something,  and  that  something  we  don't  deem  important  to 
the  general  issue,  and  wc  omit  it. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Then  we  ask,  why,  if  his  attention  was  called  to  it,  it  is  not 
material  ?     Why  do  you  want  to  leave  out  the  explanation  ? 

Mr.  FulUrton. — Because  I  think  it  is  proper  to  do  so. 

Judge  Neilson.  —  [To  the  stenographer.]  Strike  out  from  and  afler, 
**  What  did  he  call  your  attention  to  ?"  You  may  take  an  exception,  Mr. 
FuUerton,  if  you  desire  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — That  phrase  ought  to  be  struck  out. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yef*,  from  and  >ifter  that.  [This  was  done.]  After  alL 
you  have  what  comes  within  the  rule  as  stated  by  yourselves. 

Mr.  FulUrton. — I  think  not,  sir.  If  your  Honor  please,  I  don't  mean,  if 
any  effort  of  mine  can  prevent  it,  that  this  witness  shall  be  placed  in  a  false 
attitude,  and  that  is  what  my  adversaries  are  seeking  to  accomplish,  in  my 
judgment. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  see  it  in  that  light. 

Mr.  Fnllcrton. — It  may  be  very  fair  for  them  in  the  conduct  of  their  cause; 
I  shall  not  criticise  their  course;  I  am  only  saying  I  don't  mean  Mr.  Moulton 
shall  be  placed  in  an  altitude  he  ought  not  to  occupy  with  reference  to  this 
branch  of  the  case.  I  don't  mean  that  it  .shall  lie  in  their  power,  when  we  are 
through  with  this  case,  to  say  that  he  has,  on  any  occasion  heretofore,  made 
a  statement  of  this  interview  in  which  he  has  related  something  that  took 
place  which  he  has  omitted  here,  unless  it  appears  here  that  he  omitted  it 
because  he  was  requested  to  do  so 

Judge  Neilson. — That  appears  now,  and  it  saves  your  right. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  don't  think  so;  I  don't  think  it  clearly  appears. 

Judge  Neilson. — Really,  as  the  case  now  appears,  it  does  not  seem  to  me 
to  be  material.  If  it  becomes  material  hereafter  to  protect  the  witness,  we 
can  consider  that. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — Requested  by  whom,  your  Honor  f 

Judge  Neilson. — Requested  by  the  court.  I  desire  to  leave  this  third 
person  out  altogether. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Does  your  Honor  undertake  to  say  I  requested  this  witness 
to  leave  a  part  of  that  out  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — No;  it  appears  on  the  minutes  that  it  was  left  oat  at 
my  suggestion.  It  appears,  also,  that  the  learned  counsel,  out  of  considera- 
ti(m  to  the  witness,  thinks  that  it  ought  to  come  in  in  some  degree,  and  ap- 
prehends that  if  it  does  not  it  might  operate  hardly  on  the  witness,  and  I 
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have  suggested  to  bim  that  hereafter,  if  the  case  should  call  for  any  such  pro- 
tection of  the  witness  as  claimed  now,  even  though  it  is  now  ruled  out  at  my 
instance,  the  witness  should  be  protected  to  that  extent. 

Jfr.  FuUerton. — It  don't  appear  on  the  minutes.  If  your  Honor  will  allow 
the  reporter  to  read  it  we  can  tell  better  whether  our  object  is  accomplished 
or  not. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  is  all  there,  and  we  can  refer  to  it. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Do  I  understand  your  Honor  to  say  that  it  appears  at  a 
certain  stage  of  the  examination  of  this  witness  that  the  court  requested  him 
not  to  proceed  further  with  his  statement  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir;  because  it  relates  to  a  third  person. 

Mr,  Emrtt. — Will  your  Honor  be  so  good  as  to  note  our  exception  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — ^Yes,  sir;  and  because  it  is  not  material  to  the  very 
question  before  us. 

Mr,  Eoarts. — Will  your  Honor  please  note  our  exception  to  that  direction 
of  the  court  in  respect  to  that  order  of  the  evidence  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir;  and  also  the  exception  of  the  plaintiflTs  coun- 
sel to  the  order  I  have  made  striking  it  out. 

Messrs,  Beach^  Morris^  and  Pryor  [speaking  together.] — We  don't  want  any 
exception. 

Mr,  FulUrtou, — Now,  have  you  given  us  all  that  was  said  by  Mr.  Beecher 
at  that  interview  when  this  letter  of  Mr.  Tilton  to  Mr.  Bowen  was  read,  with 
the  exception  of  what  has  been  omitted  by  request  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Go  on  then  with  the  nanation  ?  A  He  said  he  thought  the  publi- 
cation of  the  letter  would  result  in  mischief,  and  I  told  him  that  I  would  under- 
take to  prevent  its  publication  ;  that  I  thought  I  could  induce  Mr.  Bowen 
without  a  suit  to  pay  that  money,  and  I  would  endeavor  to  do  it,  and  he  said 
he  hoped  I  could,  or  words  to  that  effect. 

Q.  Whnt  money  was  it  ?  A.  Money  under  the  contracts  due  Mr.  Tilton. 
I  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  I  had  waited  upon  Mr.  Bowen  at  T?ie  Union  ofhce 
with  reference  to  that  money,  and  Mr.  Bowen  told  me  he  didn't  owe  Mr. 
Tilton  any  money. 

Q.  Anything  more  at  that  time  ?  A.  Not  that  I  remember  just  at 
present. 

Q.  Then  we  will  proceed  to  the  next  interview  between  yourself  and  Mr. 
Beecher,  if  there  was  one,  and  state  when  it  was  and  where  ?    A.  There  were 
frequent  interviews;  I  don't  remember  the  next  one  particularly. 

Q.  At  any  one  of  these  interviews  that  you  have  spoken  of,  or  at  any  sub- 
sequent interview,  was  the  girl  Bessie  Turner  spoken  of  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  there 
was  a  girl  named  Bessie  Turner  spoken  of. 

Q.  When — ^in  what  interview  ?  A.  I  think  the  interview  was  subsequent 
to  the  one  we  have  just  narrated. 

Q.  And  when  was  it,  as  near  as  you  can  tell  ?  A.  I  should  think  it  was 
before  the  15th  of  January. 

Q.  And  where  did  it  take  place  f    A.  It  took  place  in  my  house. 

Q.  State  what  it  wai>,  if  you  please  ?  A.  I  told  Mr.  Beecher,  or  rather  in 
in  interview  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  myself,  he  had  told  me  something 
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that  Bessie  Turner — I  don't  remember  what  it  was  he  told  me — he  told  me 
Bessie  Turner  had  said  something  to  him  concerning  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Tilton, 
and  I  told  Mr.  Bcccher  that  Mr.  Tilton  thought  Bessie  Turner  was  a 
dangerous  person -to  have  about;  that  she  was  what  Mr.  Tilton  termed — I  re- 
meml^er  his  term — *' a  prattler,"  and  knew  (so  !Mr.  Tilton  told  me)  of  the 
facts  as  between  Mr.  Beech er  and  Mrs.  Tilton,  and  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  I 
thought  she  was  better  out  of  the  way  than  here,  and  Mr.  Beecher  said  he 
thought  so  too,  and  Mrs.  Tilton  then  told  Mr.  Tilton  (so  Mr.  Tilton  told  me) 
that  the  best  place  for  her  was  out  West  at  school,  and  I  told  Mr.  Beecher 
that  Mr.  Tilton  could  not  afford  to  pay  her  expenses,  and  he  said  to  me, 
**Well,  I  will  pay  the  expenses,  or  I  will  do  anything  that  is  necessary  to 
keep  this  story  down,"  and  he  approved;  he  said  that  he  thought  it  was  a 
good  plan  to  send  her  to  school,  and  he  would  pay  the  bills. 

Q.  You  may  state  whether  she  was  afterwards  sent  away  to  school  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir;  she  was,  to  Ohio. 

Q.  Who  superintended  that  ?  A.  Who  superintended  the  sending  oT  her 
to  school  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  I  suppose  JUr.  Tilton  did ;  I  didn't. 

Q.  Did  you  superintend  or  have  anything  to  do  with  it  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  connection  had  you  with  the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  it 
afterwards,  if  any  ?    A.  I  paid  the  expenses. 

Q.  Of  her  schooling?    A.  Yes,  sir;  and  Mr.  Beecher  paid  me. 

Q.  How  many  different  payments  did  you  make,  do  you  recollect  ?  A. 
I  don't  remember;  I  paid  all  the  bills  that  were  presented. 

Q.  Afterwards  how  did  you  receive  your  money  from  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A. 
By  check  and  currency. 

Q.  How  did  you  receive  the  bills  ?    A.  I  think  generally  from  Mrs.  Tilton. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  receive  them  any  other  way  than  through  Mrs.  Tilton; 
if  so,  state  them  ?     A.   No,  sir;  I  don't  think  so. 

Q.  State  whether  you  forwarded  the  money  or  your  check  on  to  Ohio,  in 
payment  of  it;  state  how  it  was  done  ?  A.  I  generally  forwarded  the  checks 
to  the  order  of  the  principal  of  the  school. 

Q.  Then  what  did  you  do  afterwards  towards  reimbursement  ?  A.  Mr. 
Beecher  reimbursed  me. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  ?  Did  Mr.  Beecher  come  without  any  solicitation 
on  your  part,  or  did  you  send  him  word,  or  write  him  a  note  ?  A.  Sent  him 
word. 

Q.  How  did  ho  make  the  payments  to  you  ?    A.  Generally  in  checks. 

Q.  Sometimes  otherwise  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  otherwise  ?    A.  In  currency. 

Q.  And  how  long  did  that  continue  ?    A.  For  two  or  three  years,  I  think. 
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EIGHTH  DAY,  JANUARY  14,  1875. 

Francis  D.  Moulton  recalled,  and  the  direct  examination  resumed. 

Mr,  FuTterton. — ^In  your  evidence  yesterday  you  spoke  of  a  letter — Decem- 
ber 26,  1870 — written  by  Mr.  Tilton  to  Mr.  Beecher,  and  of  which  Mr.  Bowen 
was  the  carrier;  look  at  the  paper  I  now  show  you,  and  say  whether  it  is  the 
letter  to  which  you  then  referred  [handing  witness  a  letter]  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fullertan. — ^1  propose  to  read  it. 

Dec.  26,  1870,  Brooklyn. 
Henry  Ward  Beecher, 

Sir,  I  demand  thai,  for  reasons  which  you  explicitly  understand,  you  imme- 
diate cease  from  the  ministry  of  Plymouth  Church,  and  that  you  quit  the  city 
of  Brooklyn  as  a  residence. 

(Signed)  Theodore  Tilton. 

[letter  marked  *'  Exhibit  No.  4."] 

Q.  You  also  spoke  of  a  letter  written  by  Mrs.  Tilton  to  her  husband  on 
the  night  of  the  80th  of  December,  which  you  showed  to  Mr.  Beecher,  or 
read  to  Mr.  Beecher.  Look  at  that  letter  and  say  whether  it  is  the  one  to 
which  you  refer  [handing  witness  a  letter,  marked  **  Exhibit  No.  6"].  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  also  spoke  of  a  letter  yesterday  which  you  obtained  from  Mr. 
Beecher,  and  which  he,  the  night  before,  had  got  from  Mrs.  Tilton.  Look 
at  the  paper  I  now  show  you,  and  say  whether  that  is  the  paper  to  which  you 
then  referred  [handing  witness  a  letter,  marked  *' Exhibit  No.  5"].  A.  That 
is  the  paper,  sir. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — "Exhibit  No.  5  "  is  as  follows  : 

Dec.  30,  1870. 

Wearj;-  •  ^ith  importunity,  and  weakened  by  sickness,  I  gave  a  letter  incul- 
pating my  friend  Henry  Ward  Beecher,  under  assurances  that  that  would  remove 
all  difficultie^s  between  me  and  ray  husband.  That  letter  I  now  revoke.  I  was 
persuaded  to  it  almost  forced  when  I  was  in  a  weakened  state  of  mind.  I  re- 
frret  it  and  recall  all  its  statements. 

(Signed)  E.  R.  Tilton. 

I  desire  to  say  explicitly  Mr.  Beecher  has  never  offored  any  improper  solicita- 
tion, but  has  always  treated  me  in  a  manner  becoming  a  C'hrii>tian  and  a  gentle- 
man. (Signed)  Elizabeth  R.  Tilton. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — **  No.  6  "  is  as  follows : 

Dec.  30. 1870— Midnifl^ht. 
My  Dear  Husband,   I  desire  to  leave  with  you   before  going  to  sleep    a 
fitatement  that  Mr.  Henry  Ward  Beecher  called  upon  me  this  cvooiog,  asked  me 
if  I   would  defend  him  against  any  accusation  in  a.  council  of  minintera,  and  I  ro- 

Slied  solemnly  that  I  would,  in  case  the  accuser  was  any  other  person  than  my 
u&band.  He  (H.  W.  B.)  dictated  a  letter  which  1  copied  as  my  own,  to  be  used 
by  him  as  against  any  other  accuser  except  my  husband.  This  letter  was 
de(*i^ned  to  vindicate  Mr.  Beecher  against  all  oth^r  persons  save  only  yourself. 
I  was  ready  to  ^ve  him  this  letter  because  he  said  with  pain  that  my  letter  in. 
your  handJs  addressed  to  him  dated  December  29,  "  had  struck  him  dead  and 
ended  his  usefulness." 

You  and  I  both  are  pledged  to  do  our  best  to  avoid  publicity.  God  grant  a 
speedy  end  to  all  further  anxieties.    Affectionately, 

(Signed)  Elizabeth. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  now  anything  that  occurred  when  you  read  to  Mr. 

Beecher  that  last  letter  ?    A.  He  seemed  surprised,  sir ;  that  was  all. 
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Q.  Did  be  say  anything  ?  A.  He  thought  it  strange  that  Mrs.  Tilton 
should  have  imparted  any  such  information  to  her  husband.     He  said  that. 

Q.  I  now  show  you  '*  Exhibit  No.  1 "  [handing  it  to  witness],  which  was 
put  in  evidence  yesterday,  and  ask  whether  that  was  read  at  the  same  time 
of  the  reading  of  the  last  letter  which  was  handed  to  you  ?    A.  It  was. 

[Mr.  FuUerton  here  read  *' Exhibit  No.  1,"  which  will  be  found  on  p.  844, 
ante,] 

Q.  Your  attention  was  called  yesterday,  at  the  close  of  your  examination, 
to  the  interview  with  Mr.  Beecher  at  your  house  some  time  in  January,  1871; 
was  there  another  meeting  of  the  same  parties  at  your  house  during  that 
month?  A.  I  do  not  remember,  sir,  just  at  the  present  moment;  I  think 
there  were  several ;  I  think  there  were  two  meetings  in  that  month  between 
them. 

Q.  You  are  able  now  to  state  what  occurred  at  the  next  one  in  order;  I 
refer  to  one  particularly  when  Mr.  Beecher  brought  some  letters  and  delivered 
them  to  you  ?  A.  There  was — I  will  try  and  recall  the  date ;  I  think  aboat 
January  27. 

Q.  Of  1871  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  occurred  then  ?  A.  There  was  a  consultation  between  Mr. 
Beecher  and  Mr.  Til  ton  and  myself  with  regard  to  a  letter  of  Mrs.  Morse, 
which  Mrs.  Morse  had  sent  to  Mr.  Beecher;  it  was  after  January  the  27th. 

Q.  Where  was  that  meeting  ?  A.  It  was  at  my  house,  sir,  in  Clinton- street. 

Q.  And  how  was  it  brought  about  ?  A.  Brought  about  by  a  statement  in 
the  letter  itself.  The  letter  was  brought  to  me  first  by  Mr,  Beecher,  and  it 
contained  a  statement  that  Tbeodere  had 

Mr.  Evarts. — No  matter.     It  will  speak  for  itself. 

Q.  If  in  consequence  of  anything •  ?  A.  In  consequence  of  a  state- 
ment in  the  letter,  I  thought  it  was  necessary  to  have  Mr.  Beecher  see  Mr. 
Tilton,  and  they  did  meet,  and  the  statement  of  the  letter — the  statement  that 
the  letter  contained — was  read  to  Mr.  Tilton,  and  he  indignantly  denied 

Mr.  Eoarts. — What  took  place. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — He  is  telling  what  took  placeu 

Mr.  Eoarts. — No. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — He  certainly  is. 

Judge  Neilson. — Omit  the  the  word  **  indignantly." 

Mr.  FuUerton, — I  don't  think  the  statement  was  read  to  Mr.  Tilton  when 
he  was  not  there. 

The  Witness. — Mr.  Tilton  denied  the  statement  that  the  letter  contained. 

Q.  Was  tliis  while  Mr.  Beecher  was  there  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Now,  if  your  Honor  please,  if  he  is  speaking  of  that  inter- 
view, we  are  entitled  to  have  a  statement  of  what  each  party  said. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — It  is  not  worth  while,  Mr.  Evarts,  to  state  that,  because  I 
am  going  to  give  it.     It  is  my  branch  of  the  case. 

Mr.  Evarts. — ^I  understand  it.  It  is  a  part  that  is  not  your  branch  of  the 
case  that  I  do  noc  like. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  can't  help  whether  you  like  it  or  not.  I  shall  give  it  in 
evidence  if  I  am  permitted. 
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Mr.  JBh>art$. — ^I  want  the  rules  of  evidence  to  be  observed,  and  whatever 
the  matter  of  evidence  shall  be  I  will  not  interrupt. 

JuDOB  NEIL80N. — ^Now,  the  Conversation  when  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher 
were  both  preseut  the  plaintiff  can  give. 

Mr,  EvarU, — ^I  want  it  given  as  a  conversation,  and  not  characterized  by 
the  witness. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — ^It  has  not  been  characterized  by  the  witness  at  all. 

JuDGB  Neilson. — Yes;  by  the  word  "indignantly." 

Mr.  FuUerUm. — Tes,  sir;  that  he  has  a  right  to  use  under  the  authorities. 

Judge  NEniSON. — Let  him  give  the  conversation  first. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Beach. — Let  us  see  if  we  are  in  error,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  don^t  think  we  are. 

Mr,  Beach. — Well,  if  your  Honor  please,  these  interruptions,  these  reflec- 
tions upon  the  propriety  and  accuracy  of  the  statements  made  by  the  witness, 
and  our  examinations,  may,  perhaps,  have  an  unfortunate  influence;  and  I 
do  not  wish  any  such  impression  to  be  entertained.  The  witness  stated  that 
there  was  a  letter  produced,  that  an  extract  was  read  from  that  letter  in  the 
presence  of  Tilton  and  Beecher  and  this  witness,  and  that  Mr.  Tilton  denied 
the  truth  of  that  extract.  Now,  does  your  Houor  bold  that  that  is  not  com- 
petent and  regular  evidence  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Oh  I  no. 

Mr.  Beach, — Very  well,  sir. 

Judge  NEn.soN. — The  primary  duty,  of  course,  is  to  give  the  conversation. 
It  naturally  may  appear,  and  perhaps  should  appear,  whether  it  was  a  gentle, 
friendly  conversation,  or  otherwise. 

Mr,  Beach. — Undoubtedly,  sir.  We  intend  to  give  all  that  conversation ; 
but  that  fact,  sir,  that  a  paragraph  was  read  from  that  letter,  and  was  denied 
by  Mr.  Tilton,  is  competent  to  be  given  in  evidence. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  do  not  think  that  was  objected  to. 

Mr.  Beach. — Yes,  sir ;  it  was  objected  to. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  will  see,  if  your  Honor  please.  It  is  perfectly  competent 
for  them  to  say:  '*  This  extract  which  I  now  read  was  read  to  Mr.  Tilton,  and 
he  denied  it."  It  is  not  competent  to  say  that  an  unnamed  extract  of  the 
letter  was  read,  and  he  denied  it.  What  occurred  in  the  actual  collision  of 
minds  between  these  parties  is  to  be  spread  before  the  jury  as  it  occurred ; 
and  the  occurrence  was  not  the  reading  of  an  unnamed  part  of  a  letter,  but 
the  reading  of  an  actual  part  of  a  letter,  and  which  we  now  want  read,  and 
then  we  will  take  what  Mr.  Tilton  said  about  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  is  a  question,  then,  as  to  the  order  of  proof.  There  is 
really  no  disagreement  between  you. 

JUTr.  Bearti. — ^There  is  no  disagreement  that  the  occurrence  between  the 
parties  is  to  be  given.  And  it  is  no  answer,  when  I  object  to  their  giving 
fiometning  that  is  short  of  and  different  from  that,  that  they  intend  afterwards 
to  give  what  they  have  a  right  to  give. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  the  extracts  denied  may  come  in. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — [Handing  witness  a  letter.]     See  whether  the  paper  I 
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now  hand  yoa  is  the  letter  to  which  you  refer  ?     A.  That  is  the  letter, 
sir. 

Mr,  Evarts. — ^If  your  Honor  please,  this  ia  a  letter — ^I  take  it  for  granted 
that  it  is  in  the  handwriting  of  Mrs.  Morse — this  is  a  letter  from  Mrs.  Morse, 
the  mother  of  Mrs.  Tilton,  to  Mr.  Beecher,  which,  as  I  understand  it,  was 
brought  by  Mr.  Beecher,  and  was  presented  at  this  interview,  and  some 
portion  of  it  was  then  read  to  Mr.  Tilton.  That  is  the  point  of  the  present 
examination.  Now,  this  letter  of  Mrs.  Morse's  is  not  evidence  against  Mr. 
Beecher.  That,  I  take  it,  we  understand ;  but  so  far  as  it  furnishes  a  part  of 
the  interview  between  the  parties,  why,  it  forms  a  part  of  what  is  evidence, 
that  is,  what  passed  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher,  and  I  do  not  under- 
stand that  it  is  now  offered  in  any  other  way. 

Mr.  FulUrton, — Well,  I  offer  it  in  evidence  to  be  used  for  any  purpose.  It 
is  proper  when  it  is  in 

Judge  Neilson. — It  can  only  be  proper  if  it  was  talked  of  in  that  inter- 
view.    In  and  of  itself  it  is  not  evidence. 

Mr,  FulUrton. — It  is  quite  impossible,  if  your  Honor  please,  for  me  to 
show  the  propriety  of  this  letter  without  referring  to  its  contents.  I  will  state 
in  general  terms,  however,  that  it  refers  to  this  difficulty  between  these  parties, 
and  consequently  becomes  a  part  of  the  rea  gestcB. 

Mr,  Evarts. — We  agree  that  it  is  pertinent. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Well,  I  agree  that  you  will  not  interrupt  me.  I  am  talk- 
ing. It  becomes  important,  therefore,  as  being  a  production  of  Mrs.  Morse, 
sent  to  Mr.  Beecher.  referring  to  this  difficulty,  the  letter  having  been  handed 
by  him  to  Mr.  Moulton,  and  tlie  conversation  which  ensued,  and  which  I  shall 
proceed  to  give  in  evidence,  shows  the  propriety  of  introducing  the  whole 
letter  in  evidence  in  this  case. 

Judge  Neilson.— I  think  when  your  examination  closes,  we  can  recon- 
sider the  question. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Yes.     I  reserve  my  point,  if  your  Honor  please. 

Judge  Neilson. — Certainly. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — In  the  first  place,  then,  Mr.^Moulton,  I  will  ask  you  to 

point  out  tome  that  part  of  the  letter A..  The  whole  of  the  letter  was 

read,  you  understand. 

Q.  I  understand  the  whole  of  the  letter  was  read,  but  point  out  the  para- 
graph in  the  letter  which  made  it  necessary  in  your  judgment,  as  you  state, 
to  send  for  Mr.  Tilton,  in  order  that  his  attention  might  be  called  to  it. 

Judge  Neilson.— Or  rather  which  Mr.  THlton  denied. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Well,  sir,  it  is  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  Evarts. — The  part  that  we  read  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton. — He  did  not  deny  anything  that  was  not  read  to  him. 

The  Witness. — You  wish  me  to  mark  it,  sir,  or  read  it  ? 

Q.  Just  mark  it,  so  that  I  can  read  it  in  evidence.  A.  [Marking  the  let- 
ter.]    Between  the  first  two  marks  there. 

Q.  Have  you  now  marked  that  paragraph  in  red  ?    A.  I  have. 

Mr.  Evarts. — ^I  will  look  at  it. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — Yes,  sir  [handing  the  letter  to  Mr.  Evarts]. 
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Q.  I  want  yon  to  stat«  all  the  conversation  that  occurred  between  you  and 
Mr.  Beecher  before  yon  sent  for  Mr.  Tilton,  and  also  that  which  occurred 
miter  Mr.  Tilton  arrived  there  ?  A.  Mr.  Beecher  brought  n)e  that  letter  from 
Mrs.  Morse,  and  he  said  to  me,  ^^Here  is  a  letter  from  Mrs.  Morse  which  I 
wonld  like  to  have  you  read/'  and  I  read  it,  and  read  the  statement  which  I 
have  marked,  as  well  as  the  balance  of  the  letter,  and  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher, 
*'  I  am  sure  that  this  can  not  be  true ;  in  my  own  mind  I  am  sure  it  can  not 
be  true." 

Q.  What  did  you  refer  to  then  ?  A.  The  letter,  or  statement,  with  regard 
to  Theodore  TiHon. 

Q.  The  statement  that  you  have  marked  f  A.  Tes,  sir;  I  said,  ** There  is 
a  sentence  in  the  letter  which  I  know  to  be  untrue;  it  contains  an  untrue 
statement,  and  I  Judge  that  the  statement  with  regard  to  Mr.  Tilton  is  quite 
as  untruthful  as  that ;  but  we  can  see  Theodore,  and  find  out  from  him 
directly ;  if  he  has  done  that  he  has  done  wrong ;  '*  and  I  sent  for  Theodore, 
either  that  day  or  some  subsequent  day;  at  all  events,  he  came  to  an  inter- 
Tiew  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  myself,  and  he  did  there  deny 

Mr,  EvartB.—y^eW  ? 

Tht  Witness. — ^Pardon  me. 

Q.  He  there  made  the  denial  that  you  have  referred  to  ?  A.  Tes,  sir;  he 
said  it  was  not  true  that  he  had  told  twelve  persons,  and  he  said  who  he  had 
told. 

Mr,  Etarts. — ^They  have  not  read  the  letter  yet. 

The  Witness. — I  beg  pardon  I 

Mr,  FuUerton, — It  is  proper  for  him  to  state  that,  whether  we  have  read  it 
or  not. 

Mr,  Starts. — I  think  not. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Tilton  say  ?  A.  He  said  he  had  not  told  twelve  persons, 
and  he  told  Mr.  Beecher  who  he  did  tell — who  he  had  told. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — I  read  the  extract  marked,  "I  know  of  twelve  persons 
whom  he  has  tcld.''  Now,  your  Honor  will  perceive  that  without  the  context 
that  has  no  meaning. 

Mr,  Etarts, — Well,  read  the  rest. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — That  Mr.  Tilton  could  not  deny  but  it  was  all  read. 

Mr.  Erarts. — Well,  why  didn't  he  mark  it  ? 

Mr,  FuUerton. — That  was  marked  in  the  first  instance. 

Mr,  Evarts, — If  your  Honor  please,  what  we  would  like  to  have  is,  defi- 
nitely, the  passage  of  this  letter  that  was  read  to  Mr.  Tilton  and  that  he 
denied. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — ^I  have  read  it. 

Judge  Nbilbok. — I  understand  that  is  the  passage  just  read.  Then  we 
have  the  conversation  and  you  have  the  clause. 

Mr,  FuUerton.— Y*i%y  sir ;  and  I  have  read  the  clause  in  evidence. 

Mr,  Etarts, — ^But  I  do  not  understand ;  I  have  not  heard  the  witness  say 
that  was  the  clause. 

Judge  Nsilson. — [To  the  witness,]  The  clause  which  was  read — is  that 
the  one  marked,  and  that  you  say  was  denied  ?    A.  Tes,  sir. 
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Mr,  EvarU, — If  the  witness  will  take  the  letter  and  read  what  was  denied, 
then  we  shall  know. 

Judge  Neilson.—  Very  well ;  pass  the  witness  the  letter.  [Letter  handed 
to  witness.] 

The  Witness  [reading] — 

**I  know  the  publicity  that  he  has  given  to  this  recent  and  most  crashing 
of  all  troubles  is  what  has  taken  tlie  life  out  of  her.  I  know  of  twelve  persons 
whom  he  has  told." 

That — **  I  know  of  twelve  persons  whom  he  has  told  " — was  the  statement 
which  Mr.  Tilton  denied. 

Mr.  EvarU. — That  is  all  that  was  read  ?  A.  The  whole  of  the  letter  was 
read. 

Mr.  Evarts. — ^Your  Honor  understands  us  to  say  distinctly  that  we  are 
entitled  to  the  passage  of  the  letter  that  was  read  to  Mr.  Tilton  before  he 
denied  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  you  have  the  denial,  and  you  have  the  clause  of 
the  letter;  you  have  them  taken  together. 

Mr.  EvartH, — Yes,  sir.     Now,  I  have  not  got  the  clause  of  the  letter  yet. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Well,  that's  not  my  fault. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  Understood  the  witness  to  read  the  clause  in  question. 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  have  not  so  understood  it.  He  says  that  is  the  clause  that 
he  denied  ;  I  want  the  clause  that  was  read  to  him  before  he  made  his 
denial. 

Mr.  FvlUrton. — He  has  stated  that  that  is  the  clause  that  he  read  to  him, 
and  the  clause  which  he  denied. 

Judge  Neilson. — [To  the  witness.]  Now,  restate  that,  so  that  we  may 
understand  you  perfectly.     A.  If  you  will  give  me  the  letter  again. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — We  want  what  was  read  before  his  denial. 

The  Witne4t8. — The  whole  letter  was  read  before  his  denial;  the  specific 
allegation  of  the  letter  that  he  denied  was,  '*  I  know  of  twelve  persons  whom 
he  has  told." 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Now,  in  making  that  denial  what  did  he  say  ?  A.  He 
told  Mr.  Boecher  that  it  was  not  true;  said  that  it  was  not  true  that  he  had 
told  twelve  persons,  and  he  mentioned  to  Mr.  Beecher  the  names  of  the  parties 
whom  he  had  told,  and  I  remember  that  Oliver  Johnson's  name  was  one 
mentioned. 

Q.  Anyone  else  ?    A.  I  think  Mrs.  Bradshaw. 

Q.  Anyone  else  ?    A.  Don't  remember,  sir. 

Q.  What  other  conversation  was  had  at  that  time  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton  said  to 
Mr.  Beecher  that  Mrs.  Morse  was  a  dangerous  woman — a  woman  liable  to 
come  down  to  Plymouth  Church  at  any  time  and  denounce  his  relations  with , 
her  daughter,  and  that  that  letter  ought  to  be  carefully  answered ;  the  answer 
Dught  to  be  well  considered,  and  that  it  ought  to  be  kind — ^kind  as  it  could 
possibly  be  made;  and  the  answer  was  written  by  Mr.  Beecher  and  submitted 
to  Mr.  Tilton,  at  that  interview,  I  think — at  all  events,  it  was  submitted  to 
Mr.  Tilton  and  to  me. 

Q.  Did  anything  else  occur  ?    A.  Not  that  I  remember  particularly* 
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Mr.  FuUerton,  —I  now  offer  the  letter  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Ei>arU. — We  object  to  it  as  evidence  against  Mr.  Beecher,  otherwise 
than  as  it  formed  part  of  tiiis  interview. 

Judge  Neilson. — Why,  isn't  that  so,  Mr.  FuUerton  ? 

Mr.  FuUerUm. — Why,  sir,  we  hold  that  the  bringing  of  that  letter  to  Mr, 
Moalton,  and  sending  for  Mr.  Tilton,  ahd  the  conversation  which  fol- 
lowed, render  the  letter  evidence  in  this  cause  as  a  part  of  the  res  ge%t<B,  I 
want  to  go  on  and  prove  that  there  was  no  denial  of  the  allegations  in  that 
letter. 

Judge  Neelson. — Well,  why  don't  you  go  through  with  that  proof  before 
yon  offer  it  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton, — I  am  through. 

Judge  Neilsok. — Nothing  that  Mrs.  Morse  could  write  would  be  evi- 
dence in  this  case,  of  course.  The  question  is  whether  what  occurred 
at  this  interview  was  sufficient  to  make  it  evidence.  It  is  so  as  to  the 
clause  in  question.  I  think  that  is  the  extent  of  it,  as  the  proof  now 
stands. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — I  will  take  a  further  question.  [To  the  witness.]  In  that 
conversation  was  there  a  denial  by  Mr.  Beecher  of  any  of  the  allegations  in 
that  letter?    A.  No,  sir;  there  was  no  denial. 

Mr.  Erarts, — I  object  to  that  form  of  asking. 

Judge  Neilsok. — We  will  take  it. 

Mr.  Emrts. — **  What  took  place  ?"  should  be  the  question. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — Well,  that  is  what  did  not  take  place. 

Mr.  Etartn. — If  he  said  anything  about  the  letter,  or  anything  was  said 
to  him  about  the  letter,  we  have  a  right  to  it. 

JcTDGE  Neilson. — Ycs,  it  ought  to  be  given. 

Mr.  FuUerton.— Wh&i  reply,  if  any,  did  Mr.  Beecher  make  to  the  sugges- 
tion of  Mr.  Tilton  or  yourself  that  Mrs.  Morse  was  a  dangerous  person — that 
this  letter  ought  to  be  answered  kindly  ?    A.  He  agreed  with  it. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  ?  A.  He  said  that  he  knew  Mrs.  Morse  was  a  dan- 
gerous woman ;  he  had  told  me  so  before. 

Q.  He  had  told  you  so  before  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  one  of  your  interviews  with  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Subsequent  to  the  80th  of  December,  1870  ?  A.  I  don't  remember;  I 
think  not,  sir — yes,  subse<|U£nt  to  the  30th. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  think  if  your  Honor  will  read  this  letter  you  will  see 
that  it  is  evidence  in  this  cause. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  don^t  suppose,  sir,  the  question  arises  here,  as  to  the  extent 
and  effect  of  this  paper  as  evidence.  That  it  is  made  evidence  in  the  cause 
by  the  testimony  of  the  witness,  seems  to  me  perfectly  clear.  Mr.  Beecher 
brings  this  paper  to  Mr.  Moulton,  consults  with  him  about  it ;  Mr.  Tilton  is 
called  in  to  the  consultation ;  Mr.  Beecher,  through  Mr.  Moulton,  submits  this 
letter  to  the  consultation  of  Mr.  Tilton ;  they  confer  about  it,  about  all  its 
terms  and  statements ;  they  consult  as  to  the  proper  mode  of  answering  it; 
prepare  and  agree  upon  an  answer.  Can  there  be  any  doubt,  sir,  that  that  is, 
0O  far  an  adoption  of  the  letter,  a  part  of  the  transaction  in  which  these 
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parties  were  then  engaged,  as  to  render  it  admissible  in  evidence  for  the  pui^ 
pose  of  explaining  their  acts  and  declarations — submitting  to  the  Court  and 
jury  the  subject-matter  of  that  interview  under  the  consultation  then  had 
between  them  ?  It  is  true,  sir,  that  the  statements  of  Mrs.  Morse,  uncorro- 
borated and  unadopted  either  by  the  specific  admission  or  by  the  equally 
clear  and  conclusive  acts  of  Mr.  Beecher,  would  not  be  evidence  against  him; 
but  he  brings  this  paper,  submits  all  that  it  contains  to  the  consideration  of 
the  two  parties  wlio  were  engaged  in  consultation  with  him ;  and,  without 
a  word  of  dissent  or  denial,  adopts  it  in  toto,  and  prepares  an  answer  which  I 
suppose  we  may  submit  to  your  Honor.  Now,  that  is  one  transaction  in 
regard  to  one  subject-matter,  closely  linked  with  the  issue  between  these  par- 
ties— bearing  directly  upon  the  subject-matter  of  the  controversy  between 
them.  Suppose,  sir,  that  instead  of  a  written  letter,  Mrs.  Morse  had  been 
present  at  that  interview  and  made  these  declarations  in  the  presence  of  Mr. 
Beecher,  and  he  heard  them  without  a  word  of  denial;  and  he  then  made  an 
answer,  such  as  is  contained  in  the  responsive  letter  whic^h  he  wrote  to  Mrs, 
Morse ;  would  there  be  any  doubt,  if  Mrs.  Morse  had  been  there  speaking, 
instead  of  writing,  that  everjiihing  she  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  bearing  upon  the 
subject-matter  of  this  controversy  would  be  competent  in  evidence  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — No  doubt  of  it,  at  all. 

Mr.  Beach. — Well,  sir,  this  is  precisely  the  same. 

Judge  Neh^son.— Not  quite.     Besides,  the  responsive  letter  you  speak  of 
is  not  before  us  yet. 

Mr.  Beach. — Ah  !  your  Honor,  but  the  statements  in  the  letter  are  pro- 
duced by  Mr.  Beecher,  read  in  his  presence,  and  submitted  to  in  silence  with- 
*  out  any  denial.  Suppose,  sir,  that  that  letter  had  contained  an  allegation 
against  Mr.  Beecher  that  he  had  had  sexual  intercourse  with  the  wife  of  Mr. 
Tilton,  and  he  does  not  deny  it;  isn't  that  statement  evidence,  sir?  And 
upon  what  principle  of  law  will  it  be  excluded  ?  If  a  party  hears  an  allega- 
tion to  his  prejudice  in  regard  to  a  matter  in  controversy  in  court  and  fails  to 
resist  the  allegation,  is  it  to  be  said  that  it  is  not  competent  evidence  against 
him  ?  Isn't  it  a  clear  and  unequivocal  admission  ?  Silence,  sir,  under  such 
circumstances  is  confession.  Silence  is  an  adoption  of  the  allegation  made 
when  the  party  is  called  upon  by  every  interest  dear  to  him  to  speak.  And 
that  is  just  the  condition,  sir,  of  this  evidence.  I  assume  for  the  moment, 
sir,  that  in  that  letter  there  is  a  clear  imputation  of  guilt  as  against  Mr. 
Beecher  ?  If  that  be  so,  and  under  the  evidence  of  the  witness, 
he  failed  to  deny  or  explain,  submitted  silently  to  that  imputa- 
tion, is  it  to  be  said  that  that  is  not  evidence  ?  And  does  it  make  any  differ- 
ence that  the  charge  is  presented  against  him  in  the  form  of  a  writing,  a  re- 
cord, instead  of  a  parol  accusation  ?  Surely  no  distinction  in  principle  can 
be  drawn  from  the  two  examples.  And  it  is  upon  that  theory,  sir,  that  in 
this  letter  arc  contained  material  statements  by  Mrs.  Morse,  which,  if  untme, 
it  was  for  the  interest  of  Mc.  Beecher  then  to  deny  and  to  resent,  and  if  he 
failed  to  do  it  the  law  implies  an  acknowledgment  of  its  truth.  At  any  rate, 
it  is  a  question,  sir,  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  under  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  event.     And  I  am  told,  sir,  and,  if  your  Honor  will  be  kind  enough  to 
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send  for  the  authority  if  you  are  in  any  doubt  about  it,  the  case  of  Kelley  «. 
The  People,  in  the  55th  of  New  York,  is  said  to  be  an  analogous  case.* 

JuDOB  Nbilson. — I  can  well  understand  that  if  Mrs.  Morse  were  present, 
and  made  such  a  charge  in  the  conversation,  it  would  be  the  defendant's  in- 
terest to  deny  it. 

Mr,  Beach. — Then  it  seems  to  me,  your  Honor,  that  you  concede  the  principle. 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  have  not  been  heard  yet. 

Mr.  Beach. — Well,  I  haven't  perceived  that  you  failed  to  take  abundant 
opportunity  to  be  heard.  I  was  suggesting  to  his  Honor  that  if  he  conceded 
that  Mr.  Beecher  would  be  called  upon  to  answer  a  parol  declaration  in  re- 
gard to  a  matter  material  to  himself,  that  no  distinction  can  be  drawn  as  be- 
tween a  parol  and  a  written  statement  or  accusation.  I  am  entirely  at  a  loss 
to  see  the  discrimination  in  principle  between  the  two  examples. 

The  reason  of  the  rule  is  that  a  matter  is  brought  to  the  attention  of  a 
party  interested  which  demands  from  him  an  answer  under  circumstances 
calling  upon  him  either  to  assent  to  or  to  deny  the  truth  of  that  matter.  Well, 
sir,  this  was  presented  to  Mr.  Beecher  under  circumstances  which  certainly 
called  upon  him  for  explanation  or  denial,  if  any  of  the  allegations  contained 
in  the  letter  of  Mrs.  Morse  were  untrue.  It  was  a  matter,  sir,  of  common  in- 
terest to  the  parties  then  assembled — two  of  them  at  least.  It  was  a  matter 
about  which  they  were  consulting.  It  was  a  matter  about  which  they  mutually 
devised  an  answer:  and  it' Mr.  Beecher  failed  upon  that  occasion  to  make  any 
proper  explanation  or  denial,  or  if  he  did  qualify  or  affect,  by  anything  which 
he  said  upon  that  occasion,  any  of  tlie  declarations  in  tliat  letter — why,  of 
coarse,  they  must  be  evidence ;  and,  with  the  letter  and  the  explanation  or 
denial,  they  must  be  evidence,  either  in  his  favor  or  against  him. 

Judge  Nbilson. — The  obligation  to  make,  on  the  spot,  an  oral  denial  or 
explanation  is  modified  by  the  general  purpose  of  making  a  written  answer, 
the  conference  being  had  about  the  spirit,  tone  and  care  with  which  that 
answer  should  be  framed ;  and  I  learn  from  the  argument,  generally,  that 
some  answer  was  made.f 

•  KeUy  V.  People  (55  N.  Y.  565),  affirming  Ormtby  v.  People  (2  N.  Y.  Supreme 
Ct.  R.  157). 

f  The  general  rule  on  which  tacit  admissions  are  received  is  thus  stated  by 
OoDEK,  t/*.,  in  the  Opinion  of  the  Court  of  Errors,  in  New  Jersey,  in  1857,  Don- 
nelly y.  State  (2  Dutch.,  601.  613) :  "  When  a  matter  is  stated  in  the  hearing  of 
one,  which  injuriously  affects  his  rights,  he  understands  it  and  assents  to  it 
wholly  or  in  part  by  reply,  both  are  admissible  in  evidence  ;  the  answer,  because 
it  is  the  act  of  the  party  who  is  presumed  to  have  acted  under  the  force  of  truth, 
and  the  statement,  as  giving  point  and  meaning  to  the  action.  So  also  silence, 
onless  it  be  accounted  for  by  some  of  the  circumstances  which  have  been  sped- 
fled  [viz.:  if  made  in  course  of  judicial  inquiry,  or  when  circumstances  existed 
which  rendered  a  reply  inexpedient  or  improper,  or  that  fear,  doubts  of  his 
rights,  or  a  belief  that  his  security  would  be  better  promoted  by  silence  than  by 
response,  govern  him  at  the  time,  in  which  case  the  testimony  should  not  be  ad- 
mitted], or  by  other  sufficient  reasons,  may  be  taken  as  a  tacit  admission  of  the 
facts  stated  ;  because  a  person,  knowing  the  truthor  falsity  of  a  statement  affect- 
ing his  rights,  made  by  another  in  his  presence  under  circumstances  calling  for 
a  reply,  will  naturally  deny  it  if  he  be  at  liberty  to  do  so.  if  he  does  not  intend 
to  admit  it."  ^_^ 
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Mr,  Beach, — Yes,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — And  when  you  purpose  to  make  a  written  answer  to  a 
letter,  I  think  it  supersedes  in  a  great  degree  the  duty  of  making  a  present 
answer  orally. 

Mr.  Beach. — Well,  sir,  we  propose  to  give  the  answer.  We  can  not  give 
thera,  as  my  associate  says,  both  at  once. 

Mr.  Eoarts. — My  objection  was  not  such  as  to  preclude  the  letter.  I 
simply  said  that  the  letter  was  not  evidence  against  Mr.  Beecher,  except  so 
far  as  it  was  made  evidence  by  what  occurred  with  him  in  regard  to  it. 

Mr,  Beach. — Well,  I  agree  to  that. 

Mr.  Evartit.—ThsiVH  all  I  said. 

Mr.  Beach. -^The  difficulty  is,  that  the  court  went  much  further. 

Mr.  FaUerton. — I  will  read  it  in  evidence,  then. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Your  Honor,  then,  notes  that  it  is  admitted  only  for  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  Fuller  ton  [reading] : 

"  Mii.  Bke:cher.  As  you  have  not  seen  fit  to  pay  any  attention  to  the  reqaest 
I  left  at  your  house  now  over  two  weeks  since,  I  will  take  this  method  to  inform 
you  of  the  ptaie  of  things  in  Livingston  street.  The  remark  you  made  to  me  at 
your  own  door,  was  an  enigma  at  the  time,  and  every  day  adds  to  the  mystery. 

*  Mrs.  Beecher  has  adopted  the  child.*     '  What  child  1? '  I  asked.     You  replied, 
'  Elizabeth.' 

"  Now  I  apk,  what  earthly  sense  was  there  in  that  remark?  Neither  Mrs. 
B.  yourself,  or  I  can  or  have  done  anything  to  ameliorate  her  condition.  She 
has  been  for  the  last  three  weeks  with  one  very  indifferent  girl.  T.  has  sent 
Bessie  with  the  others  away,  leaving  my  sick  aud  distracted  child  to  care  for  all 
four  children  night  and  day,  without  fire  in  the  Furnace,  or  anything  like 
comfort,  or  nourishment  in  the  house.     She  has  not  seen  any  one.     He  says, 

*  She'n  mourning  for  her  Sin*    If  this  be  so,  one  twenty-four  hours  ander  his 

In  Commonwealth  v.  Kcnriy  (12  Mete,  53  Mass.,  235, 1847),  after  speaking  of 
express  declarations  of  the  accused,  the  Court  (Opln.  by  Ch.  J.  Shaw;  say :  "  In 
iome  cases  where  a  similar  declaration  is  made  in  one's  hearing,  and  he  makes 
no  reply,  it  may  be  a  tacit  admission  of  the  facts  ;  but  this  depends  upon  two 
facts :  (1)  Whether  he  hears  and  understands  the  statement,  and  comprehends 
its  bearinjj  ;  and  (2)  whether  the  truth  of%the  facts  embraced  in  the  statement  is 
within  hirt  own  knowledge  or  not ;  whether  he  is  in  such  a  situation  that  he  is 
at  liberty  to  make  any  reply,  and  whether  the  statement  is  made  under  such  cir- 
cumstances and  by  such  persons  as  naturally  to  call  for  a  reply  if  he  did  not 
intend  to  admit  it.  ...  So  if  the  statement  (is)  by  a  stranger  whom  he  is 
not  called  on  to  notice ;  or,  if  he  is  restrained  by  fear — by  doubts  of  his  rights 
— by  a  belief  that  his  security  will  be  best  promoted  by  his  silence,  then  no 
ii  ference  of  assent  can  be  drawn  from  that  silence." 

In  State  V.  Hamilton  (55  Mo.,  14  Post,  520,  1874),  which  was  a  trial  on  an 
indictment  for  murder,  ?icld,  that  **  it  is  not  in  all  instances,  where  declarations 
are  made  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  a  person,  that  those  declarations  can  be 
given  in  evidence  against  him  ;  they  frequently  call  for  no  reply,  and  sometimes 
they  are  impertiueut  and  deserve  no  notice.  Unless  it  is  shown  that  the  party  is 
immediately  concerned,  and  that  unless  he  did  speak,  his  silence  might  fairly  be 
construed  into  an  admission,  the  declarations  will  not  be  admissible." 

In  addition  to  the  reasons  for  silence,  indicated  in  the  foregoing  decisions, 
may  be  mentioned  that  of  the  sickness  of  the  person  in  whose  presence  the  con- 
versation took  place.  In  a  case  of  this  character,  her  silence  was  held  not  ad- 
missible in  evidence.  Lauson  v.  State  (20  Ala.  N.  S.,  65,  Supm.  Ct.,  1852,  Opln. 
by  GoLDTHW.\iTH, ./.).  See  also,  Tityman  v.  Twyman  (27  Mo.,  6  Jones,  388),  as 
to  the  hope  of  reconciliation  as  a  reason  for  an  admission. 
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Ehot,  I  think,  is  enough  to  atone  for  a  lifelong  Sin.  however  heinous.  I  knew 
that  anj  change  in  his  affairs  would  bring  more  trouble  upon  her,  and  more 
Buffering.  I  did  not  think  for  a  moment  when  I  asked  Mrs.  B.  as  to  your  call 
there,  supposing  she  knew  it,  of  course,  as  she  had  said  you  would  not  go  there 
without  her. 

"  I  was  innocent  of  making  any  misunderstanding  if  there  were  any,  you  say, 
keep  quiet.  I  have  all  through  her  married  life  done  so,  aqd  we  now  see  our 
error.  It  haH  brought  him  to  destruction,  made  me  utterly  miserable,  turned  me 
from  a  c>)mfortable  home,  and  brought  his  own  family  to  beggary.  I  don't 
believe  if  his  honest  debts  were  paid  ne  would  have  enough  to  buy  their  break- 
fust.  This  she  could  endure,  and  thrive  under,  but,  the  p-iblicity  he's  given  to 
this  recent  and  mo8t  crushing  of  all  trouble  is  what's  taken  the  life  out  of  her. 
1  know  of  12  persons  whom  he  has  told,  and  they  in  turn  have  told  others.  1 
had  thought,  we  had  as  much  as  we  could  live  under  from  his  neglect  and 
ungovernable  Temper.  Bat  this  is  the  deathblow  to  us  both,  and  I  doubt  not 
Florence  has  hers.  Do  you  know  when  I  hear  of  your  cracking  your  jokes  from 
Sunday  to  Sunday,  and  think  of  the  misery  you  have  brought,  upon  us,  I  think 
with  the  Psalmist  *  There  is  no  God.'  Admitting  all  he  says  to  be  the  invention 
of  his  half-drunken  brain,  still  the  effect  upon  u«is  thebume,furall  he't*told, 
believe  it.  Now  he's  nothing  to  do,  he  makes  a  target  of  her  night  and  day.  I 
am  driven  to  this  extremity,  to  pray  for  her  release  from  all  suffering  byCiod's 
taking  herself   for  if  there's  a  heaven  I  know  she'll  go  there. 

"  'The  last  time  she  was  in  this  house,  she  said, '  Here  I  feel  I  have  no  home, 
but  on  the  other  side  1  know  I  shall  be  more  than  welco'me.'  Oh  I  my  Precious 
Child  !  How  my  heart  bleeds  over  you  in  thinking  of  your  sufferings.  Can  you 
do  anything  in  the  matter  ? 

"  Must  she  live  in  this  suffering  condition  of  mind  and  body,  with  no  allevia- 
tion ?  You  or  any  one  else  who  advise  her  to  live  with  him  when  he's  doing  all  he 
CJin  to  kill  her  by  slow  torture  is  anything  but  a  friend. 

**  I  don't  know  if  you  can  understand  a  sentence  I've  written,  but  I'm  relieved 
Boraewhat,by  writing.  The  children  are  kept  from  me,  and  I  have  not  seen  my 
darling  child  but  once  since  her  return  from  this  house. 

'*  I  thought  the  least  you  could  do,  was  to  put  your  name  to  a  paper,  to  help  to 
reinstate  my  brother.  Elizabeth  was  as  disappointed  as  myself.  He's  still  with- 
out employment,  with  a  sick  wife,  and  five  children  to  feed,  behind  with  the 
rent,  and  everything  else  behindhand. 

*'  If  your  wife  has  adopted  Lib,  or  you  sympathize  with  her,  I  pray  you  to  do 
something  for  her  relief,  before  it's  too  late.  He  swears  so  soon  as  her  breath 
leaves  her  body,  he  will  make  this  whole  thing  public,  and  this  prospect,  I  think, 
is  one  thing  which  keeps  her  living.  I  know  of  no  other.  She's  without 
nourishment  for  one  in  her  state,  and  in  want — ^actual  want.  They  would  both 
deny  it,  no  doubt     But  iV$  true." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  7."] 

Mr,  FulUrton, — ^Now,  la  that  all  of  the  letter — ^I  see  there  Is  no  aignatare 
to  it  ?    A.  All  that  I  had  of  it,  sir. 

Q.  It  la  all  that  Mr.  Beecher  brought  to  you  ?  A.  I  believe  it  to  be  all 
that  he  brought;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  was  there  any  other  or  farther  conversation  at  that  time  in  refer- 
ence to  the  contents  of  this  letter  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  when 
he  brought  me  the  letter,  at  the  time  that  he  brought  me  the  letter,  that  I 
knew  that  the  allegation  with  regard  to  their  being  in  want  was  untrue;  1 
said  to  him,  '*  I  know  that  Mr.  Tilton  has  a  balance  with  our  firm." 

Mr,  EtarU, — This  is  not  the  interview  with  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  No ;  the  in- 
terview with  Mr.  Beecher;  Mr.  Beecher  said  it  was  useless  for  him  to  under- 
take to  live  if  this  story  was  going  from  mouth  to  mouth,  and  he  wanted  to 
be  satisfied  -he  said  he  wanted  to  be  satisfied  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  not  stated, 
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as  that  letter  says  he  did,  the  fact  to  twelve  persons,  and  I  tried  to  comfort 
him  by  sayinof — and  I  said  to  him:  **  Mr.  Beecher,  you  may  rest  assured  that 
it  is  untrue;  I  know  that  Mr.  Tilton  would  not  do  it.  I  know  that  he  has 
told  me  to  whom  he  has  told  the  story,  and  that  is  all  there  is  of  it,  and  you 
need  not  be  anxious  about  it,  in  my  opinion.*'  And  then  I  sent  for  Mr. 
Tilton — it  was  either  that  day  or  a  day  or  two  afterwards ;  at  all  events,  he 
came 

Mr,  Fullerlon. — Well,  at  the  meeting  between  yourself,  Mr.  Tilton,  and  Mr. 
Beecher,  what  else  was  said  in  regard  to  the  contents  of  this  letter;  in  regard 
to  the  charge  brought  by  Mrs.  Morse,  if  any  ?  A.  There  was  nothing  said 
about  the  charges  brought  by  Mrs.  Morse. 

Q.  What  conversation  was  there  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton  said  that  he  certainly 
had  not  said  th&t  to  twelve  persons — ^not  mentioned  the  fact  to  twelve  per- 
sons. 

Q.  And  then  he  went  on  to  state  to  whom  he  had  told  the  story  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  have  mentioned  the  names  of  two  persons  ?  A.  Two  parties ; 
yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  whether  he  named  any  other  person  to  whom  he  had 
told  it?     A.  I  do  not  remember  now. 

Q.  And  what  did  Mr.  Beecher  say  when  he  was  informed  that  it  had  been 
communicated  to  Mr.  Robinson  and  Mrs.  Bradshaw;  what  did  Mr.  Beecher 
reply  when  he  was  informed  of  the  names  of  the  two  persons  to  whom  Mr. 
Tilton  said  he  had  communicated  this  story?  A.  I  do  not  rememoer  his 
reply,  sir;  it  was  an  expression  of  regret  that  it  had  been  told  to  anybody. 

Q.  Who  is  Oliver  Johnson  ?  A.  Oliver  Johnson  is  now  one  of  the  editors 
of  The  Christian  Union, 

Q.  What  was  his  position  at  that  time  ?  A.  At  that  time  I  think  that  he 
had  resigned  from  The  Independent;  he  had  been  one  of  the  editors  of  The 
Independent^  managing  editor  of  The  Independent;  at  the  time  that  Mr.  Tilton 
told  Mr.  Bceclier  that  he  had  told  Oliver  Johnson,  Oliver  Johnson  was  in  The 
Independent, 

Q.  And  Mrs.  Bradshaw,  who  was  named,  did  she  reside  in  Brooklyn  ? 
A.  She  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  that  conversation  was  anything  said  by  Mr.  Tilton  with  reference  to 
the  charges  of  neglect  to  his  family  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  said  upon  that  subject  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton  denied  that  he  had 
neglected  his  family. 

Mr.  Evart8,—Whai  was  said  to  him  and  what  did  he  say  ?  A.  Well,  sir, 
as  nearly  as  I  could  remember  his  words,  he  said  that  he  had  not  neglected 
his  family ;  that  his  family  were  not  in  want ;  and  he  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  I 
remember,  **  You  know  that  they  are  not " — ^turning  to  me,  **  You  know  that 
I  am  not  in  want." 

Q.  Meaning  you?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — ^I  have  understood  you  to  say  that  at  that  time  another 
letter  was  produced  there  by  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  There  was  a  letter,  sir,  pro- 
duced,  I  think,  at  that  interview. 
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Q.  What  letter  was  that  f  A.  I  do  not  remember,  sir,  distinctly  enough 
aboat  that  letter  to  speak  of  it 

Q.  [Handing  letter  to  witness.]  Look  at  the  paper  I  now  show  yon,  and 
say  whether  it  is  the  reply  to  the  letter  of  Mrs.  Morse  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  whose  handwriting  is  it  ?    A.  Mr.  Be.echer^s. 

Q.  Is  that  the  original  draft  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  As  amended  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  that  prepared — at  that  time — ^that  meeting  ?  A.  At  that 
time;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  While  you  were  together  ?    A.  I  believe  so;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — I  offer  it  in  evidence, 

"  Mrs.  Judor  Morse 

**  My  Dear  Madam  I  should  be  very  sorry  to  have  you  think  that  I  had 
no  interest  in  your  troubles.  My  course  toward  you  hitherto  should  satisfy  you 
that  I  have  sympathized  with  your  distress.  But  Mrs.  Beecher  and  I  after  full 
consideration,  are  of  one  mind,  that,  under  present  circumstances,  the  greatest 
kindness  to  you,  and  to  all,  will  be  in  so  far  as  we  are  concernt^d  to  leave  to  time 
the  rectification  of  all  the  wrongs,  whether  they  prove  real,  or  imaginary." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  8."] 

Mr.  Ewirts. — Is  that  the  draft  ? 

Mr,  Fullerton, — That  is  the  original  draft  as  amended. 

The  Witnes$. — I  remember  at  that  interview  Mr.  Tilton  specifically  said  to 
Mr.  Beecher,  *'  it  will  be  necessary  in  writing  that  letter  to  so  write  it  that  if 
it  should  be  lost,  or  come  into  anybody  else's  possession,  it  would  not  disclose 
the  fact  of  any  sin  on  your  part." 

Q.  I  understand  you  to  say  that  this  occarred  about  the  last  of  January, 
1871  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  somewhere  about  that.  My  recollection  is  that  the  letter 
was  brought  to  me,  and  that  then  some  time  elapsed  between  that  and  the 
interview. 

Q.  The  interview  between  the  three  ?    A.  Yes,  sir, 

Q.  When  did  you  next  see  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  when  I 
next  saw  him,  I  saw  him  so  frequently. 

Q.  I  call  your  attention  to  February  7,  1871.  Did  anything  occur  on 
that  day ;  I  refer  to  the  day  when  three  letters  were  written  ?  A.  I  received 
a  letter  from  Mr.  Beecher  on  February  7 ;  I  had  an  interview  with  him  before 
February  7, 

Q,  State  what  took  place  before  February  7 ;  intended iate  to  this  last 
interview  when  the  Morse  letters  were  produced  on  February  7,  state  what 
occurred  between  you  and  Mr,  Beecher  ?  A.  Mr.  Beecher  said  that  he  wanted 
to  be  satisfied  of  Theodore's  spirit  towards  him ;  that  he  was  in  a  state  of  un- 
certainty about  it,  and  I  said  to  him,  **  I  want  to  have  Tilton  in  writing  on 
this  question;  I  want  him  to  commit  himself  somewhere;"  and  I  bad,  even 
anterior  to  the  27th  of  January,  spoken  to  Mr.  Tilton  about  it. 

Mr,  Beach, — [To  the  witness.]  Unless  you  told  that  to  Mr.  Beecher,  you  need 
not  state  it  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  said  to  him,  '^  I  have  repeatedly  asked  Theodore 
t.}  give  me  a  papor  stating  what  his  views  were,"    3Ir.  Beecher  said  he  would 
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like  that,  too,  and  that  explains  the  letter  of  February  7,  of  Tlieodore  Tilton. 
to  me.     That  is  what  I  remember  about  that  letter. 

J/?-.  Fullerton. — ^Is  that  the  letter  which  he  wrote  to  you  and  of  which  you 
have  last  spoken  ?  A.  Tes,  sir;  that  is  it,  and  just  previous  to  February  7th 
I  had  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher — I  don't  remember  the  date — with  re- 
gard to  the  necessity  of  having  matters  go  on  properly  at  Livingston-street, 
and  Mr.  Beecher  said,  ^'I  think  that  as  Elizabeth  is  not  admitted  to  consul- 
tations, inasmuch  as  she  does  not  hear  from  us  directly,  that  she  ought  to  be 
assured  that  the  spint  of  Theodore  towards  her  is  kind,"  and  he  said,  '*  I  will 
write  a  letter  to  Elizabeth  placing  the  situation  before  her.''  That  is  the  sub- 
stance of  the  conversation  which  led  to  the  letter  of  February  7  by  Mr. 
Beecher  to  Mrs.  Tilton. 

Q.  This  letter  written  to  you  by  Mr.  Tilton  on  the  7th  of  February — did 
you  show  it  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  it  shown  to  him?  A.  Shortly  after;  about  as  soon  as  I 
received  it ;  I  don't  remember  the  date. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — I  offer  it  in  evidence. 

"Brooklyi?,  Feb.  7,  71. 

**  My  Vert  Dear  Friend  :  In  several  conversations  with  me,  yon  have  asked 
about  my  feelings  towards  Mr.  Beecher,  end  yesterday  you  said  the  time  had 
come  when  you  would  like  to  receive  from  me  an  expression  of  them  in  writing. 
I  say.  therefore,  very  cheerfully,  that  notwithstanding  the  great  suffering  which 
he  has  cBURcd  to  Elizabeth  and  myself,  1  bear  him  no  malice,  shall  do  him  no 
wrong,  shall  discountenance  every  project  (by  whomsoever  proposed)  for  any  ex- 
posure of  his  necret  to  the  public,  and  (if  I  know  myself  at  all)  shall  endeavor  to 
act  toward  Mr.  Beecher  as  I  would  have  him,  in  similar  circumstances,  act  toward 
me.  1  ought  to  add  that  your  own  good  offices  in  this  case  have  led  me  to  a 
higher  moral  feeling  than  1  mi^ht  otherwise  have  reached. 

Ever  yours  affectionately, 

Theodobe  Tilton. 

To  Frank  Moulton." 

[Letter  marked  "Exhibit  No.  9."] 

You  have  spoken  of  a  letter  written  to  you  by  Mr.  Beecher  on  that  same 
7th  of  February,  1871.     [Handing  letter  to  witness.]    Please  look  at  that 
and  say  whether  it  is  the  letter  referred  to  by  you  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  the 
letter. 
.    Mr.  Evarts. — There  is  no  date  to  this  letter. 

Mr.  FtiUerton. — No;  I  offer  it  in  evidence,  and  read  it.* 

'*  My  Dear  Mr.  Moulton  :  1  am  glad  to  send  you  a  book  which  you  will 
relish,  or  which  a  man  on  a  sick-bed  ought  to  relish.  I  wish  I  had  more  like  it, 
and  that  1  could  send  you  one  every  day,  not  as  a  repayment  of  your  great  kind- 
nesses to  me,  for  that  can  never  be  repaid,  not  even  by  love,  which  1  give  you 
freely. 

"  Many,  many  friends  has  God  raised  up  to  me  ;  but  to  no  one  of  them  has  he 
ever  given  the  opportunity  and  the  wisdom  so  to  serve  me  as  you  have.  My 
trust  in  you  is  implicit.  You  have  also  proved  yourself  Theodore's  friend  and 
Elizabeth's.  Does  Qod  look  down  from  ueaven  on  three  unhappy  creatures  that 
more  need  a  friend  than,  these  ? 

"  Is  it  not  an  intimation  of  God's  intent  of  mercy  to  all,  that  each  one  of  these 
has  in  you,  a  tried  and  proved  friend?  But  only  in  you  are  we  three  united. 
Would  to  God,  who  orders  all  hearts,  that  by  your  kind  mediation.  Theodore. 
Elizabeth  and  1  could  be  made  friends  again.      Theodore  will  have  the  hardest 

♦  The  paper  bore  a  memorandum  in  lead  pencil — "February  7,  1871." 
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fuk  in  such  a  case  ;  but  has  he  not  proved  himself  capable  of  the  noblest  things  ? 

"  I  wonder  if  Elizabeth  knows  how  fi^eneroasly  he  has  carried  himnelf  toward 
me  ?  Of  course,  I  can  never  speak  with  her  again,  except  with  his  permission, 
and  I  do  not  know  that,  even  then  it  would  be  best.  My  earnest  longing  is.  t-i  boe 
her  in  the  full  sympathy  of  her  nature,  at  rest  in  him,  and  to  see  him  once  more 
trusting  her,  and  loving  her  with  even  a  better  than  the  old  love.  I  am  aiways 
sad  in  such  thoughts.  Is  there  any  way  out  of  this  night  ?  May  not  a  day-star 
arise  ?  Truly  yours  always,  k  with  trust  and  love, 

(Signed)  Hbnby  Wabd  Beecueb." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  10.' T 

Q.  You  have  also  spoken  of  a  letter  written  on  that  same  day  by  Mr. 
Beecher  to  Mrs.  Tilton.  [Handing  letter  to  witness.]  Look  at  the  paper 
now  handed  to  you  and  say  whether  that  is  tbe  letter  that  he  wrote  on  that 
day  to  that  lady  ?    A.  That  is  the  letter. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — ^I  put  in  evidence  the  letter  of  February  7,  from  Mr, 

Beecher  to  Mrs.  Tilton, 

"  BnooKi/YN,  Feb.  7,  '71. 

"  My  Dear  Mrs.  Tilton  :  When  I  saw  you  last,  I  did  not  expect  ever  to  see 
you  tgain,  or  to  be  alive  many  days.  God  was  kinder  to  me  than  were  my  own 
thoughts.  The  friend  whom  God  sent  to  me — Mr.  Moulton — has  proved,  above 
all  friends  that  ever  I  bad,  able  and  willing  to  help  me  in  this  terrible  emergency 
of  my  life.  His  hand  it  was  that  tied  up  the  storm  that  was  ready  to  burst  upon 
our  heads.  I  am  not  the  less  disposed  to  trust  him,  from  finding  that  he  nas 
y<w/r  welfare  most  deeply  and  tenderly  at  heart.  You  have  no  friend  (Theodore 
excepted)  who  has  it  in  his  power  to  serve  you  so  vitally  and  who  will  do  it  with 
so  much  delicacy  and  honor.  1  beseech  of  you,  if  my  winhos  have  yet  any  influ- 
ence, let  my  deliberate  judgment  in  this  matter  weigh  with  yoiv  It  does  my 
sore  heart  good  to  see  in  Mr.  Moulton  an  unfeigned  reHpect  and  honor  for  y<m. 
It  would  kill  me  if  he  thought  otherwise.  He  will  be  as  true  a  friend  to  yonr 
honor  and  happiness,  as  a  brother  could  be  to  a  sister's.  In  him  we  have  a  com- 
mon ground.  You  and  I  may  meet  in  him.  The  pa^^t  is  ended.  But  is  there  im) 
future?  no  wiser,  higher,  holier  future  ?  May  not  this  friend  stand  as  a  priest 
in  the  new  sanctuary  of  Reconciliation,  and  mediate  and  bless,  you,  Theodore, 
and  my  most  unhappy  self  ?  Do  not  let  my  earnestness  fail  of  its  end.  You 
believe  in  my  judgment.  I  have  put  myself  wholly  and  gladly  in  Moulton's 
hands,  and  there  I  must  meet  you.  This  is  sent  with  Theodore's  ccmsent,  but  he 
has  not  read  it.  WUl  you  return  it  to  me,  by  his  hands  f  I  am  very  earnest  in 
this  wish,  for  all  our  sakes,  as  such  a  letter  ought  not  to  be  subject  to  even  a 
chance  of  miscarriage.  Your  unhappy  friend, 

(Signed)  H.  W.  Beecheb." 

[Letter  marked  "Exhibit  No.  11."] 

Q.  What  was  said,  if  anything,  to  you  with  reference  to  a  permission  to 
write  that  letter  ?  A.  Mr.  Beecher  wanted  me  to  get  Theodore's  permission 
to  write  it, 

Q.  And  did  you  ?    A.  I  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  when  you  conveyed  to  Mr.  Beecher  the  knowledge  that  Theodore 
had  consented,  what  was  said  between  you  ?  A.  He  said  he  would  write  the 
letter. 

Q.  How  did  it  get  into  your  possession,  if  it  got  there  ?  A.  It  was  sent 
to  me  by  Mr.  Beecher,  or  delivered  to  me  personally  by  Mr.  Beecher;  I  don't 
remember.  Do  you  mean  at  first  how  did  it  get  into  my  hands,  or  how 
last? 

Q.  How  first  you  have  answered  f    A.  Yes,  sir ;  certainly. 

Q.  ^ow,  Mr.  Moulton,  prior  to  that  time,  had  anything  been  said  about 
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any  intercourse  between  3ir.  Beecher  and  Mr.  Tilton,  or  Mrs.  Tilton,  and  how 
it  was  to  be  brought  about,  if  at  all  ?    A.  Oh  I  yes,  sir, 

Q.  State,  if  you  please,  what  that  was  ?    A.  Sir  ? 

Q.  What  arrangement  was  made  with  Mr.  Beecher,  if  any,  upon  that  sub- 
ject ?  A.  The  arrangement  between  Mr.  Bescher  and  myself  was  tbia,  that 
there  was  to  be  no  interchange. 

Mr,  Evarts. — State  what  took  place. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — Yes,  state  what  took  place. 

The  Witness. — I  told  Mr.  Beecher  tliat  I  thought  he  had  better  not  hold 
any  correspondence  with  Mrs.  Tilton  without  Tlreodore's  consent,  and  he  said 
he  thought  that  would  be  right.     That  is  what  there  was  about  that. 

Q.  When  was  that  arrangement  made  ?  A.  Some  time  anterior  to  Febru- 
ary 7tli,  in  the  early  part  of  the  controversy. 

Q.  I  asked  you  how  you  obtained  that  letter — from  whom  ?  How  came  it 
afterwards  in  your  possession  ?  A.  It  was  returned  by  Theodore  Tilton  to 
me. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  Mrs.  Tilton  received  it  ?  A.  I  do  not  know ; 
Theodore  Tilton  said  he  delivered  it  to  her. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  with  the  letter  ?    A.  I  gave  it  to  Theodore  Tilton. 

Q.  For  delivery  ?     A.  For  delivery. 

Mr.  Evarts, — It  was  open,  I  suppose  ? 

Mr,  Fullerton, Se&liid  ? 

The  Witness, — It  was  an  open  letter. 

Q.  I  am  requested  to  ask  you  when  Mr.  Tilton  returned  to  you  the  letter 
addressed  by  Mr.  Beecher  to  Mrs.  Tilton  ?    A.  Shortly  after  the  date  of  it. 

Q.  [Handinjjf  letter  to  witness.]  Look  at  the  paper  now  shown  you,  and 
say  from  whom  you  received  it  ?    A.  From  Mi;  Beecher. 

Q.  When  ?    A.  After  my  return  from  the after  April  the  15th  some 

time 1  think  that  was  the  date  I  returned  from  the  South.    It  was  after 

my  return. 

Q.  You  may  state  when  you  left  for  the  South,  and  when  you  returned  from 
the  South  ?  A.  I  think  the  date  of  my  departure  was  March  2d,  1871,  and  I 
returned  April  15th. 

Q.  During  that  period,  where  were  you  ?  A.  In  Florida  and  (Georgia — 
generally  Soutli. 

Q.  Huw  long  after  your  return  was  it  that  this  letter  now  in  your  hand 
was  given  to  you  by  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  Not  very  long.  I  don*t  remember  the 
date. 

Q.  What  did  he  state  when  he  gave  it  to  youf  A.  He  said  he  had 
received  it  from  Elizabeth. 

Q.  Did  you  make  any  observation  at  the  time  f  A.  No ;  I  don't  remem- 
ber that  I  did ;  I  think  I  made  an  observation  like  this,  that  it  was  an  act  of 
good  faith  on  bis  part  to  give  it  to  me. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — I  oflfer  the  letter  in  evidence. 

"  Wednesday  —Mt  Dear  Friend  :  Does  your  heart  bonod  toward  all  ma  it 
used  ?  So  does  mine  I  1  am  myself  again.  I  did  not  dare  tell  you  till  I  was 
9ure;  but  the  bird  has  sung  in  my  heart  these  four  weeks,  and  he  has  core- 
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nanted  with  me  never  again  to  leave.  **  Spring  has  come.*'  Because  I  thought 
it  would  gladden  you  to  know  this,  and  not  to  trouble  or  embarrass  you  in  any 
icay,  I  now  write.  Of  course  I  should  like  to  share  with  you  my  joy ;  but  can 
wait  for  the  Beyond. 

"  When  dear  Frank  says  I  may  once  again  go  to  old  Plymouth,  I  will  thank 
the  dear  Father." 

[Letter  marked  "Exhibit  No.  12."] 

Mr,  Evarts. — There  is  no  date  to  that  letter  ? 

Mr,  FvIUrton, — There  is  no  date  to  it. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — In  whose  handwriting  is  that  letter?  A.  Elizabeth  Tilton's. 

Q.  And  do  you  observe  there  the  words  at  the  head  of  it,  **  Received 
March  8th  "  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  whose  handwriting  is  that  ?    A.  Mr.  Beecher's. 

Q.  Was  that  on  the  letter  when  he  handed  it  to  you  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Is  the  letter  signed  ? 

Mr,  FuUerton, — The  letter  is  not  signed. 

Mr,  Evarts. — If  your  Honor  please,  all  these  letters  that  we  have  seen  are 
ob\-iously  letters  that  were  contained  in  envelopes,  as  you  can  see  by  their 
shape  that  they  arc  not  complete  sheets  that  were  folded  and  addressed,  and 
as  yet  no  envelopes  have  been  introduced.  I  call  attention  to  it,  and  of  course 
I  would  like  to  have  the  envelopes. 

Mr.  Morris. — We  have  them. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Well,  we  would  like  to  have  them. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — [Handing  envelope  to  witness] .  Look  at  the  envelope  I  now 
show  you,  and  say  in  whose  hand  the  superscription  is  ?   A.  In  Mr. Beecher's. 

Q.  [Handing  letter  to  witness.]  Look  at  the  letter  I  now  show  you,  and 
say  in  whose  handwriting  it  is  ?     A.  Mr.  Beecher's. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  offer  this  in  evidence.     I  read  the  letter. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  underhand  this  letter  is  now  offered  to  be  read  as  having 
been  enclosed  in  that  envelope. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — I  don't  offer  it  as  having  been  enclosed  in  that  envelope 
now.  I  have  proved  the  envelope  to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  Mr.  Beecher, 
and  I  have  proved  the  letter  to  be  in  his  handwriting  also. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  didn't  interrogate  him  as  to  the  connection  of  the 
two  papers. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — No,  sir;  because  he  does  not  know. 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  asked  for  envelopes  that  accompanied  the  letters  to  the 
parties,  and  I  want  the  envelopes  and  the  letters  to  go  together. 

Mr.  Fullerton.  —Whenever  the  time  comes  for  me  to  prove  that  letter  was 
sent  in  that  envelope,  I  shall  do  so;  I  can  not  do  it  with  the  present  witness. 

Mr,  Evarts. — You  proposed  it. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — No;  I  proposed  it  so  far  as  to  put  it  in  evidence,  and  have 
tbem  marked  for  identification,  so  as  to  be  ready  to  go  a  step  further  and 
put  them  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  want  them  connected. 

Judge  Nbilson. — On  the  assumption  that  you  will  do  that,  it  is  proper. 

Mr.  Beach. — If  the  gentleman  wants  them  connected,  let  him  connect  them, 

Mr.  Eoarts. — You  bring  new  papers  and  put  them  in  the  witness'  hands. 
After  I  have  asked  for  the  envelopes  and  letters,  then  you  produce  this  letter 
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and  that  euvelope  and  put  them  in  this  witness'  hands.  I  observe  there  is  do 
such  relation  between  the  two  papers  as  necessarily  connects  them,  and  then 
I  ask  you  if  you  put  them  together  as  one  letter,  as  they  are,  as  I  sapposc^ 
and  I  don't  want  you  to  separate  them  hereafter, 

Mr.  Fullerton, — I  don't  propose  to  separate  them  hereafter. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Then  go  on. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  will  go  on  when  it  suits  me  to  go  on ;  I  dont  propose  to 
take  orders  from  you  in  that  spirit.  I  think  you  have  a  little  forgotten  your- 
self to  day. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Go  on ;  I  waive  my  objection, 

Mr,  Fullerton. — I  have  proceeded,  if  your  Honor  please,  in  an  ordcrlj 
course.  I  put  the  envelope  in  the  hands  of  the  witness,  and  I  proved  the 
superscription  to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  Mr.  Beecher.  I  then  proposed  to 
have  it  marked  for  identification.  I  proved  by  the  same  witness  a  letter  in 
the  handwriting  of  Mr.  Beecher,  which  I  propose  to  read  in  evidence  now, 
and  if  it  subserves  our  purpose  hereafter,  and  not  without,  we  shall  prove  by 
another  witness  that  that  letter  was  in  that  envelope. 

Judge  Neilson. — Meantime  this  envelope  is  marked  for  identification. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — That  is  all  that  we  propose  to  do  with  it  now,  except 
either  on  our  own  motion  or  on  the  dictation  of  my  adversary. 

Judge  Neu.son. — Counsel  don't  intend  to  dictate. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — It  looks  very  much  like  it.     [Reading.] 

'*  The  blessing  of  God  rest  upon  you  I  Every  spark  of  light  and  warmth  in 
your  own  house  will  be  a  star  and  suu  in  my  dwelling!  Your  note  broke  like 
Spritig  upon  Winter,  and  gave  me  an  inward  rebound  toward  life.  No  one  can 
ever  know — none  but  God — through  what  a  dreary  wilderness  I  have  wandered  I 
Tlieie  was  Mt.  Sinai — there  was  the  barren  sand — and  there  was  the  alternation 
of  hope  and  despair,  that  marked  the  pilgrimage  of  old.  If  only  it  might  lead  to 
the  Promised  Land! — or,  like  Moses,  shall  I  die'oa  the  border?  Your  hope  and 
courage  are  like  medicine.  Should  God  inspire  you  to  restore  and  rebuild  at 
home — and  while  doiug  it — ^to  cheer  and  sustain  outside  of  it,  anotlier  who  sorely 
needs  help  in  heart  and  spirit,  it  will  prove  a  life  so  noble  as  few  are  able  to  live., 
and,  in  another  world,  the  emancipated  soul  may  utter  thanks!  • 

'•  If  it  would  be  of  comfort  to  you,  now  and  then,  to  send  me  a  letter  of  true 
inwardncHS — the  outcome  of  your  inner  life,  it  would  be  safe — for  I  am  now  at 
home  here  with  my  sister  ;  and  it  is  permitted  to  you  and  will  be  an  exceed- 
ing refreshment  to  me— for  your  heart  experiences  are  often  like  bread  from 
heaven,  to  the  hungry.  God  has  enriched  your  moral  nature.  May  nol  others 
partake  ?" 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  13."] 

Mr.  Fullerton, — That  letter,  if  the  court  please,  is  also  without  signature. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anything  of  the  writing  of  that  letter  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Your  permission,  then,  was  not  obtained,  nor,  so  far  as  you  know,  wiA 
Theodore's  obtained  for  the  writing  of  that  letter  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  FidUrton. — ^I  desire  to  have  the  envelope  marked  for  identification. 

[Envelope  marked  "  No.  13,"  for  identification.] 

Q.  [Handing  paper  to  witness.]  I  now  show  you  another  paper,  and  ask 
you  whose  handwriting  it  is  ?    A.  Elizabeth  Tilton's. 

Q.  Did  it  come  into  your  possession  at  any  time  t  A.  Yes,  sir.  Did  it 
what,  sir  ? 
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Q.  Did  it  come  to  yon  in  your  possession  ?  A.  It  came  into  my  posses- 
eion;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  From  whom  did  you  receiye  it  ?    A.  From  Mr.  Beccher. 
Mr,  FuUerton, — ^I  offer  the  letter  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Full€rton.— '[Reading.] 

"  Friday,  Apr.  21,  1871. 
*'  Mr.  Bebcher  : 

"  Ah  Mr.  Moulton  has  returned,  will  yon  not  use  your  influence  to  liave  the 
papers  in  his  possession  destroyed?  My  heart  bleeds  night  and  day,  at  the  in- 
justice of  their  existence." 

[letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  14."] 

Mr.  FuUerton. — ^No  sig^ture. 

Q.  [Handing  letter  to  witness.]  I  hand  you  still  another  letter,  and  state 
to  me,  if  you  please,  in  whose  handwriting  it  is  ?    A.  Elizabeth  Tilton's. 

Q.  From  whom  did  you  receive  it,  if  anyone  ?    A.  From  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  When  ?  A.  Does  it  bear  date  ?  I  did  not  look  to  see  whether  it  bore 
date. 

Q.  May  3d.  1871  ?    A.  About  that  time,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  offer  it  in  evidence. 

"  Brooklyn,  May  8,  71. 
••  Mr.  Beecmeu 

''  My  future  either  for  life  or  death,  would  be  happier,  could  I  but  feel  that  you 
forgate  mo  while  you  forget  me.  In  all  the  sad  complications  of  the  past  year, 
mv  endeavor  was  to  entirely  keep  from  you  all  suffering?,  to  boar  myself  alone, 
leaving  you  forever  ignorant  of  it.  My  weapons  were  love,  a  larger  untiring 
generosity,  and  neH-hiding  !** 

[To  Mr.  Shearman.]  *' Nest-hiding"  is  underscored,  I  believe,  Mr. 
Shearman  ? 

Mr.  Shearman. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — And  an  exclamation  mark  after  it  ? 

Mr.  Shearman. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — [Continuing  the  reading  of  the  letter.] 

**  That  I  failed  utterly  we  both  know.     But  now  I  ask  forgiveness." 
[TiCtter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  15."] 

Q.  Do  you  remember,  some  time  after  the  receipt  of  this  letter  that  has 
been  shown  to  you,  of  a  poem  that  was  published  in  The  Golden  Age^  Theo- 
dore Tilton  being  the  author  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarte. — How  is  that  relevant,  if  your  Honor  please — a  poem  by  Mr. 
Illton? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — His  Honor  don't  know  as  well  as  I  do  how  it  is  relevant 

Mr.  Ehnrts. — Of  course  not. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Perhaps  I  had  better  tell ;  I  have  not  got  to  that  point  yet. 
I  will  state  to  your  Honor,  when  it  is  proposed  to  be  read,  what  the  per- 
tinency of  it  is. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  that  poem  ?    A.  Very  well,  indeed,  sir. 

Q.  State  what  followed  between  you  and  Mr.  Beccher,  if  anything,  afler 
che  publication  of  that  poem  ?    A.  I  saw  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Where  ?  A.  Walking  over  to  New  York  with  him — ^I  had  crossed 
from  the  Brooklyn  shore  with  him. 


880  TESTIMONY    OF    F.    D.    MOULTON.  [8th Dij. 


Q.  What  did  he  say  in  regard  to  that  poem  ?  A.  He  said  that  be 
very  sorry  that  it  had  been  published;  that  it  almost  broke  his  heart  tomd 
it;  that  he  thought  that  Theodore  Tilton  ought  not  to  have  published  it; tint 
he  considered  it  virtually  a  telling  of  the  story  of  himself  and  Elizabetk 
He  said  he  thought  it  was  indelicate  for  Theodore  to  have  done  it.  I  giMiI 
said  that,  by  the  way,  myself  ;  yes,  sir,  I  said  that. 

Q.  That  it  was  indelicate  %    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  said  it. 

Q.  Was  there  anything  said  about  it  being  a  breach  of  the  undentandiqg 
about  keeping  the  matter  secret  ?    A.  No,  sir ;  not  that  I  remember. 

Mr,  FulUrton, — I  now  offer  the  poem  in  evidence. 

It  is  entitled,  "  Sir  Marmaduke's  Musings.     By  Theodore  Tilton  "  : 

**  I  won  a  noble  fame. 
But,  with  a  sudden  frown, 
The  people  snatched  my  crown. 
And  in  the  mire  trod  down 
My  lofty  name. 

I  bore  a  bounteous  purse. 
And  beggars  by  the  way 
Then  blessed  me  day  by  day. 
But  I.,  grown  poor  as  tliey, 
Have  now  their  curse. 

I  gained  what  men  call  friendB, 
But  now  their  love  is  hate, 
And  I  have  learned  too  late 
How  mated  minds  unmate, 
And  friendship  ends. 

I  clasped  a  woman's  breast, 
As  if  her  heart  I  knew. 
Or  fancied,  would  be  true, 
Who  proved — alas,  she  too  I 
False  like  the  rest. 

I  now  am  all  bereft — 
As  when  some  tower  doth  fall. 
With  battlements  and  wall. 
And  gate  and  bridge  and  all — 
And  nothing  left. 

But  I  account  it  worth 
All  pangs  of  fair  hopes  crossed — 
All  loves  and  honors  lost — 
To  ffain  the  heavens  at  cost 
Of  losing  earth. 

So,  lest  I  be  inclined 
To  render  ill  for  ill — 
Henceforth  in  me  instil, 
Oh  God,  a  sweet,  good- will 
To  all  mankind. 

"  Sleepy  Hollow,  November  1, 1871." 

[Poem  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  16."] 

AFTERNOON  SESSION. 

Francis  D.  Moulton's  direct  examination  was  resumed. 
Mr.  FuUerton, — [Handing  witness  a  paper.]    The  paper  being  shown  yo«» 
I  ask  whether  you  ever  saw  it  before  ?    A.   Yes,  sir ;  I  have  seen  it  before. 
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Q.  Where  ?    A.  It  was  seat  to  me  by  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Id  whose  handwriting  is  it  ?    A.  Henry  Ward  Beech er's. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  at  the  time  ?  A.  About  that  time  we 
d  conversations ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Anything  to  which  the  letter  may  relate  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  with  reference 
dropping  Theodore  Tilton's  name  from  the  roll  of  the  church. 

Q.  State  what  that  conversation  was,  if  it  were  prior  to  the  writing  of  the 
ter  in  question.  A.  Mr.  Beecher  said  he  was  exceedingly  anxious  that  Mr. 
Iton  should  take  some  action  by  which  his  name  should  be  dropped  from 
e  roll — voluntary  action  on  his  part.   The  conversation  that  I  had  with  him 

that  subject  was  some  time  prior  to  this  note. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — I  oflfer  it  in  evidence. — pSanding  the  letter  to  defendant's 
QBsel.] 

Q.  In  that  conversation  did  Mr.  Beecher  give  any  reasons  why  he  thought 
at  course  was  advisable ;  if  so,  state  what  they  were  ?  A.  Mr.  Beecher 
id  he  thought  it  would  save  trouble  in  the  church  if  they  were  free  from 
apoDsibility  for  him.  He  said  that  if  he  was  no  longer  a  member  of  the 
lurch,  why,  then,  they  could  not  investigate  him  as  a  church.  He  said  he 
kcaght  there  would  not  be  any  safety  unless  he  did  have  his  name  dropped 
om  the  roll  of  the  church  by  letter,  in  keeping  the  scandal  down — the  facts 
1  regard  to  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mrs.  Tilton. 
Mr.  Fullerton. — [Beading  the  letter.] 

"  Mt  Deab  Friend  :  There  are  two  or  three  who  feel  anxious  to  press  action  on 
lectse.  It  will  only  serve  to  raise  profitless  excitement  where  we  need  to  have 
lieting. 

"There  are  already  complexities  enouflfh.  We  do  not  want  to  run  the  risk  of 
le  complications  wh.  in  such  a  body,  no  man  can  foresee,  and  no  one  control. 
Hoe  free  from  a  »en«e  of  responHibility  for  him,  and  there  would  be  a  strong 
mdency  for  kindly  feeling  to  set  in,  wh.  now  is  checked  by  the  membership, 
ithoat  attendance,  sympathy,  or  doctrinal  dgreem«'nt. 

**  Since  the  connection  is  really  formal  and  not  vital  or  sympathetic,  why 
iioald  it  continue,  with  all  the  risk  of  provoking  irritating  measures?  Every 
ay's  reflection  aati^fies  me  that  this  is  the  coarse  of  wisdom,  and  that  T.  will  be 
be  stronger,  and  B.  the  weaker  for  it.  You  said  that  you  meant  to  effect  it. 
Wt  it  l^  done  promptly  ?  If  a  letter  is  written  it  had  better  be  Yerj  short, 
inply  announcing  withdrawal — and,  perhaps  with  an  expression  of  kind  wishes 
-Ac.  You  will  know.  I  shall  be  in  town  Monday  and  part  of  Tuesday.  Shall 
hear  from  you  ? 

M  Dec  3   *71." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  17."] 

Q.  What  occurred  after  the  writing  of  that  letter,  if  anything?  A.  I 
iink  I  met  Mr.  Beecher  after  the  letter,  and  to  Id  him  that  I  would  try  to 
bet  his  wibhes  in  that  matter  with  Theodore  Tilton. 

C|.  Was  anything  done  t  A.  I  think  it  was  subsequent  to  the  letter, 
ea,  sir;  something  was  done.  Theodore  Tilton  wrote  a  letter — I  don't  re- 
ember  to  whom,  whether  it  was  to  the  trustees  of  the  church  or  not — but 
tote  a  letter  disavowing  connection  with  it. 

Mr.  Evartt. — No  matter  about  the  letter ;  it  will  speak  for  itself. 

ne  TFttnesi.— Yes. 

Q,  There  is  still  another  letter,  Mr.  Moulton.     [Handing  witness  a  letter.] 
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State  whether  you  know  anything  of  it  ?  A.  It  is  in  Henry  Ward  Beecher's 
handwriting. 

Q.  The  envelope  also?  [Handing  witness  the  envelope:]  A.  Yes,  sir;  the 
envelope  also. 

Mr,  FulUrton. — ^I  offer  it  in  evidence. 

"30  Jan..  '78. 

*•  *  Now  may  the  God  of  Peace  that  brought  again  from  the  dead  our  Lord 
Jesus,  that  great  Shepherd  of  the  sheep,  through  the  blood  of  the  everlasting 
covenant,  make  you  perfect  in  every  good  work  to  do  his  will,  working  in  you 
that  which  is  well-pleasing  in  His  sight  through  Jesus  Christ.' 

"  TIiIh  is  my  prayer,  day  and  uight.  This  world  ceases  to  hold  me  as  it  did.  I 
'live  in  the  thought  and  hope  of  the  coining  immortality  and  seem  to  myself, 
most  of  the  time  to  be  standing  on  the  edge  of  the  other  life,  wondering 
whether  1  may  not  at  any  hour  hear  the  call  *  Come  up  hither.' 

"  I  shall  be  in  New  Haven  next  week  to  begin  my  course  of  lectaree  to  the 
theological  classes,  on  preaching.  My  wife  takes  boat  for  Havana  and  Florida, 
on  Thursday. 

"  I  called  on  Wednesday,  but  you  were  out. 

"  L  hope  you  are  growing  stronger  and  happier.  May  the  dear  Lord  and  Saviour 
abide  with  you.  Very  truly  yours, 

H.  W.  Bbschsb." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  18."] 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  also  read  envelope. 

Brooklyn,  January  20,  8  P  M.  New  York,  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Tilton,  Livingston- 
street,  Brooklyn. 

[Marked  ••"Exhibit  18,"  for  identification.] 

Q.  Still  another  letter,  Mr.  Moulton,  and  state  in  whose  handwriting  it  is? 
[Handing  witness  a  letter.]     A.  In  the  handwriting  of  Henry  Ward  Beecher. 
Q.  To  whom  was  that  letter  written  ?    A.  Written  to  me. 
Q.  Did  you  receive  it  ?    A.  I  did. 
Q.  From  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 
Mr,  Fullerton.  — I  offer  it  in  evidenee. 

"  Monday,  Feby  5.  '78. 

'•  MtDeah  FitiEND  :  I  leave  town  to-day — and  expect  to  pass  thro.  fr.  Phila.  to 
New-Haven.     Shall  not  be  here  till  Friday. 

"  About  three  weeks  ago  1  met  T.  in  the  cars  going  to  B.  He  was  kind.  We 
talked  much.  At  the  end,  he  told  me  to  go  on  with  my  work  withont  the 
least  anxiety,  in  so  far  as  his  feelings  and  actions  were  the  occasion  of  appre> 
heusion. 

•'  On  returning  home  from  New-IIaven, (where  I  am  three  days  in  the  week, 
delivering  a  course  of  lectures  to  the  theological  students),  I  found  a  note  from 
E.  Haying  that  T.  felt  hard  toward  me,  and  was  going  to  see  or  write  me  before 
leaving  for  West.  She  kindly  added,  *  Do  not  be  cast  down.  I  bear  this 
almost  always,  but  the  God  in  whom  we  trust  will  ddicer  us  all  safelj/.  I  know 
you  do  and  are  willing  abundantly  to  help  him  and  I  also  know  your  embarrass- 
ments.' These  were  words  of  warning,  but  also  of  consolation,  for  I  believe  E. 
is  beloved  of  God,  and  that  her  prayers  for  me  are  sooner  heard  than  mine  for 
myself  or  for  her.  But  it  seems  that  a  change  has  come  to  T.  since  I  saw  him  in 
the  cars.  Indeed,  ever  since  he  ha.s  felt  more  intensely  the  force  of  feeling  in 
society  and  the  limitations  wh.  environ  his  enterprise,  he  has  growingly  felt  that 
1  had  a  power  to  help  wh.  I  did  not  develop,  and  I  believe  that  you  have  partici- 
pated in  the  feeling.  It  is  natural  that  you  should.  T.  is  dearer  to  you  than  I 
can  be.  He  is  with  you.  All  his  trials  lie  open  to  your  eye  daily.  But  I  see 
you  but  seldom,  and  my  personal  relations,  environments,  necessities,  limitations, 
dangers,  nnd  perplexities  you  cannot  hoc  nor  iinaiiflne.  If  I  had  not  gone  lb  rough 
this  great  year  of  sorrow,  I  would  not  have  believed  that  anyone  could  pass 
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thro,  my  experience,  and  be  aUw,  or  9ane,  I  have  been  the  center  of  three 
fliftinct  circlefi,  each  one  of  wh.  required  clear-mlndedness  and  pecaliarly  in- 
ventive or  oriffntUing  powers,  viz.: 

**  1.  The  grtai  church. 

"  2.  The  netcspaper. 

"  8.  The  Book 

**  The  first  I  could  neither  get  out  of,  nor  slight.  The  senmtivenesa  of  so  many 
of  mj  people  would  have  made  any  appearance  of  trouble,  or  any  remission  of 
force  an  occasion  of  alurni,  and  notice,  and  have  excited,  when  it  was  impor- 
tant that  rumors  sh.  die  and  everything  be  quieted. 

"  The  newspaper  I  did  roll  off,  doing  but  little  except  give  general  directions, 
uid  in  so  doing,  I  was  continually  spurred  and  exhorted  by  those  in  interest.  It 
x>ald  not  be  helped. 

"  The  Life  of  (.'hrist,  long  delayed,  had  locked  up  the  capital  of  the  firm,  and 
vas  likely  to  sink  them,  ^nished  it  must  be.  Was  ever  book  bom  of  such 
oiTOW  as  that  was  ?    The  interior  history  of  it  will  never  be  written. 

*'  Daring  all  this  time,  you,  literally,  were  all  my  stay  and  comfort,  I  should 
ATe  fallen  in  the  way  but  for  the  courage  wh.  you  inspired  and  the  hope  wh. 
'oa  breathed. 

"  My  vacation  was  profitable.  I  came  back,  hoping  that  the  bitterness  of 
leath  was  passed.  But  T/s  troubles  brought  back  the  cloud — with  even  severer 
luffering.  For,  all  tUid  fall  and  winter  I  have  felt  that  yo\i  did  not  feel  satisfied 
idiU  me,  and  that  I  seemed  both  to  you  and  T.,  as  contenting  myself  with  a 
AUtioas  or  sluggish  policy,  willing  to  Have  myvelf,  but  not  to  risk  anything  for 
r.  I  have  again  and  again  probed  my  heart  to  see  whether  I  was  truly  liable  to 
inch  feeling,  and  tiiu  response  is  unequivocal  that  I  am  not. 

**  No  man  can  seethe  ditliculties  that  environ  me,  unless  he  stands  where  I 
io.  To  say  that  I  have  a  church  on  my  hands  is  simple  enough — but  to  have  the 
bondreds  and  thousands  of  men  pressing  me.  each  one  with  his  keen  suspicion, 
)r  anxiety,  or  zeal  ;  to  see  tendencies  wh.  if  not  stopped,  wd.  break  out  into  ruin- 
)iu  defense  of  me  ;  to  stop  them  without  seeming  to  do  it  ;  to  prevent  any  one 
laesiioniug  me  ;  to  meet  and  allay  prejudices  against  T.  wh.  had  their  beginning; 
fears  before  this  ;  to  ket'p  serene,  as  if  I  was  not  alarmed  or  disturbed  ;  to  be 
cheerful  at  home,  and  among  friends,  when  I  was  suffering  the  torments  of  the 
lamned ;  to  {>ass  sleepless  nights  otten  and  yet  to  come  up  fresh  and  full  for 
Sunday, — all  this  may  be  talked  about,  but  the  real  thing  can  not  be  uuderstoixi 
r.  the  outside,  nor  its  wearing  and  grinding  on  the  nervous  system. 

"Qod  knows  that  I  have  put  more  thought,  and  judgment,  and  earnest  desire, 
nto  my  efforts  to  prepare  a  way  for  T.  and  E.  than  ever  I  did  for  myself,  a 
inndredfold ! 

"  As  to  the  outside  public,  I  have  never  lost  an  opportunity  to  soften  prejudices. 
o  refate  falsehoods,  and  to  excite  kindly  feeling,  among  all  whom  I  meet.  I 
km  thrown  among  clergymen,  public  men,  and  generally,  the  makers  of  public 
ipinion,  and  I  have  used  every  rational  endeavor  to  repair  the  evils  wh.  have 
Men  visited  upon  T.,  and  with  increasing  success. 

'  '*  But  the  roots  of  this  prejudice  are  long.  The  catastrophe  wh.  precipitated 
ilm  from  his  place  only  disclosed  feelings  that  had  existed  long.  Neither  he, 
lor  you,  can  be  aware  of  the  feelings  of  classes  in  society,  on  other  grounds  than 
ate  ramors.  I  mention  this  to  explain  w'hy  I  kiww  with  absolute  certainty — that 
BO  mere  statement,  letter,  testimony,  or  affirmation,  will  reach  the  root  of  affairs 
nd  reinstate  them.  Ti^B  and  wokk  will.  But  chronic  evil  requires  chronic 
'tmedifs. 

**  If  my  destruction  wd.  place  him  all  right,  that  shall  not  stand  in  the  way. 
[  am  willing  to  step  down  and  out.  No  one  can  offer  more  than  that.  That  I 
Io  offer.  Sacrifice  me  without  hesitation  if  yon  can  clearly  see  your  way  to  his 
afety  and  happiness  thereby. 

**  I  do  not  think  that  anything  would  be  gained  by  it.  I  should  be  destroyed, 
m%  be  would  not  be  saved.  E.  and  the  children  would  have  their  future  clouded. 

"  In  one  point  of  view,  I  could  desire  the  sacrifice  ou  my  part.  Nothing  can 
oasibly  be  so  bad  as  the  horror  of  great  darkness  in  wh.  I  spend  much  of  my 


d84  TESTIMONY    OF    W.     D.    MOVLTON.  [8th  fity. 

time.  I  look  upon  death  as  sweeter- faced  than  any  friend  I  have  in  the  world. 
Life  would  be  pleasant  if  I  could  see  that  rebuilt  which  is  shattered.  But  to 
live  on  the  sharp  and  ragged  edge  of  anxiety,  remorse,  fear,  despair,  and  yet  to 
put  on  all  the  appearance  of  serenity  and  happiness,  can  not  be  endured  much 
longer. 

•*  I  am  well-nigh  discouraged.  If  you,  too,  cease  to  trust  m«* — to  love  me — I 
am  alone — I  had  not  another  person  in  the  world  to  whom  I  could  go. 

**  Well,  to  God  I  commit  all.  Whatever  it  may  be  here,  it  shall  be  well 
there.  With  sincere  jrratitude  for  your  heroic  friendship  and  with  sincere 
affection,  even  tho'  vou  love  me  not,  I  am  yours  (tho'  unknown  to  you). 

(Signed)  H.  W.  B." 

[Letter  marked  '*  Exhibit  No.  19."] 

Q.  I  omitted  to  ask  you  a  question  in  reference  to  the  last  letter  bat  one 
which  I  read  in  evidence,  which  is  marked  ** Exhibit  18,"  in  which  occurs 
this  sentence :  **  My  wife  takes  boat  for  Havana  and  Florida  on  Thursday." 
Was  that  letter  written  with  your  knowledge  or  approbation  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I 
didn't  know  anything  about  the  letter. 

Q.  In  whose  hand  writin<7  is  the  paper  I  now  hand  you  ?  [Handing  witness 
a  paper.  ]     A.  Henry  Ward  Beecher's. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — [Reading  the  paper.] 

"  My  Dear  Mrs.  Tilton  :  If  I  don't  see  you  to-morrow  night  I  will  next 
Friday — for  I  shall  be  gone  all  tlie  fore  part  of  next  week. 

Truly  yours,  H.  W.  B." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  20."] 

Q.  Again,  in  whose  handwriting  is  the  paper  that  I  now  show  you?  [Hand- 
ing witness  a  paper.]     A.  In  the  handwriting  of  Mr.  Beecher. 
Mr.  Fullerton. — [Reading  the  letter.] 

"  Monday. 

''  Mt  Dear  Friend:  I  called  last  evening  as  agreed, but  you  had  stepped  out. 
On  the  wav  to  church  last  evening  I  met  Claflin.  He  says  that  6.  denies  any 
such  treacherous  whisperings,  and  is  in  a  right  state. 

"  I  mentioned  my  proposed  letter.  He  liken  the  idea.  I  read  him  the  draft  of 
it  (in  lecture  room).  He  drew  back  and  said,  better  not  send  it.  I  asked  him  if  6. 
had  ever  made  him  statement  of  tlie  very  bottom  facts, — if  there  were  any 
charges  I  did  not  know.  He  evaded,  and  intimated  that  if  he  had,  he  hardly 
would  be  right  in  telling  me.  I  think  he  would  be  right  in  telling  yoif— ought 
to.     1  have  not  sent  any  note   and  have  destroyed  that  prepared. 

"  The  real  point  to  avoid  is,  to  an  appeal  to  church,  and  then  a  council. 

"  It  would  be  a  conflagration  and  give  every  possible  chance  tor  parties,  for 
hidings  and  evasions,  &c.,  and  increase  an  hundred-fold  the  scandal,  without 
healing  anything. 

"  I  shall  see  you  as  soon  as  I  return. 

*'  Meantime  I  confide  everything  to  your  wisdom — as  I  always  have,  and  with 
such  success  hitherto  that  I  have  full  trust  for  future. 

"  Don't  fail  to  see  C.  and  have  a  full  and  confidential  talk, 

"  Yours,  ever, 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  21."] 

Q.  That  letter  was  addressed  to  you,  I  believe  ?    A.  Tea,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  it  received,  as  near  as  you  can  tell  ?  A.  I  don't  remember, 
sir.  If  you  will  let  me  look  at  the  letter,  perhaps  I  can  tell  you  something 
about  it.  [Looking  at  the  letter.]  It  was  received  before  May  25th,  1873. 
I  fix  the  date  by  this  fact,  that  Mr.  Bowen  was  reported  to  be  reiterating  the 
charges  against  Mr.  Beecher,  and  I  had  a  conference  with  him  shortly  aftei 
this  letter,  I  think. 
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Q.  Do  you  know,  from  anything  that  occurred  between  you  and  Mr.  Beecher, 
who  Mr.  B.  is  in  that  letter  ?    A.  Yc8,  sir;  Mr.  Bowen. 

Q.  And  who  is  C.  named  in  that  letter  ?    A.  Mr.  Claflin. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  proposed  letter  there  was  at  that  time,  which  is 
spoken  of  in  this  communication  ?  A.  There  was  a  proposed  letter  to  Mr. 
Bowen. 

Jfr.  Evart4i. — Well,  what  pasi^id  between  you  and  Mr.  Becther  ?  A.  Mr. 
Bcecher  and  myself  had  a  conference,  and  he  said  he  thought  he  should  write 
a  letter  to  Mr.  Bowen  with  regard  to  his  stories  against  him. 

Mr  Fuflerton. — Ls  that  what  is  referred  to  in  this  letter  ? 

Mr.  ErarU, — Well,  let  us  hear  the  conversation. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — You  understand  it.  We  will  come  right  to  it.  [To  the 
witness.]  Now  I  want  to  call  your  attention  to  a  publication  of  Mrs.  Victoria 
WoodhuU  some  time  in  1872.  Do  you  remember  it  ?  A.  I  remember  there 
was  a  publication  from  Victoria  Woodhull  in  one  of  the  New  York  papers  or 
in  two  of  them — The  Times  or  The  Werld,  or  l)oth. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  the  date  of  it?  A.  No;  I  don't  remember  the  date 
just  now.     In  1872. 

Mr.  Sheartnan.— The  22d  of  May,  1871. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Yes.  [To  the  witness.]  Did  you  read  that  publication  f 
A.  Yes,  sir.     Are  you  talking  now  about  the  publication  of  1871  or  1872  ? 

Q.  I  am  talking  about  the  card.     A.  Yes,  sir,  I  re:id  it. 

Q.  May  22d,  1871,  as  my  attention  was  called  to  the  date  ?    A.  Yes,  air. 

Q.  Look  at  the  pftj)er  I  now  show  you  and  say  whether  it  is  a  correct  copy 
from  the  newspaper  as  you  recollect  it.  [Handing  witness  a  paper.]  A.  Yes, 
sir;  I  remember  that. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  offer  that  in  evidence.  It  is  from  Tlie  World,  Monday, 
May  22d,  1871. 

A  Card  from  Mrs.  WoodhuU. 

'*  To  Hie  Editor  of  the  World  : 

**  Sir: — Because  I  am  a  woman,  and  because  I  conscientiously  hold  opinions 
B;)mewhai  different  from  the  self-elected  orthodoxy  which  men  find  their  profit 
iu  tiupporting  and  because  I  think  it  my  bouiiden  duty  and  uiy  absolute  right  to 
put  forwani  my  opinions,  and  to  advocate  them  with  my  whole  strength,  self- 
elt*cted  orthodoxy  aflsails  me,  vilifies  me,  and  endeavors  to  cover  my  life  with 
ridicule  and  dishonor.  This  has  been  particularly  the  case  in  reference  to  cer- 
tain law  proceedings  into  which  I  was  recently  drawn  by  the  weakness  of  one 
very  near  relative,  and  the  profligate  selfishne.ss  of  other  relations.  One  of  the 
charges  made  against  me  is  that  I  lived  in  the  same  house  with  my  former  hus- 
band, Dr.  W(Hwihull,  and  my  present  husband,  C^)l.  Blood.  The  fact  is  a  fact. 
Dr.  Woodhull  being  sick,  ailing  and  incapable  of  self-HUpport,  I  felt  it  my  duty 
to  myself  and  to  human  nature,  that  he  should  be  cared  for,  although  his  inca- 
]>acity  was  in  nowise  attributable  to  me.  My  present  husband. Col.  Blood,  not  only 
approves  of  this  charity,  but  co-operates  in  it.  I  esteem  it  one  of  the  most  vir- 
tuouH  arts  of  my  life;  but  various  editors  have  stigmatized  me  as  a  living  example 
of  iiiiiiiurality  and  unchastity.  My  opinions  and  principles  are  subjects  of 
just  criticism.  I  put  myself  before  the  public  voluntarily.  I  know  full  well 
that  the  public  will  criticise  me  and  my  motives  and  actions  in  their  own  way 
and  at  their  own  time.  I  accept  the  position.  I  except  to  no  fair  analysis  and 
examination,  even  if  the  scalpel  be  a  little  merciless.  But  let  him  that  is  with- 
out sin  cast  the  stone.  I  do  not  intend  to  be  made  the  scapegoat  of  sacrifice  to  be 
offered  up  as  a  victim  to  society  by  those  who  cover  over  the  foulness  of  their 
I.— 25 
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!ivfs  and  the  feculence  of  tlieir  thoughts  with  a  hypocritical  mantle  of  lair  pro- 
fesHinns,  and  by  diverting  public  attention  from  their  own  iniquity  in  pointing 
the  finger  at  me.  I  know  tiiat  many  of  my  pelf-appointed  judge's  and  critics  are 
deeply  tainted  with  the  vices  they  condemn  ;  I  live  in  the  house  with  one  who 
WHS  my  husbaiMl ;  I  live  as  a  wife  with  one  who  is  my  husband  ;  I  believe  in 
jpiritunllsni ;  I  advocate  free  love  in  its  highest,  purest  sense,  as  the  only  care 
for  tlieiinmoraUty,  the  doepdanmation  by  which  men  corrupt  and  disfigure  God's 
most  iu)ly  inf«titiition  of  sexual  relation.  My  judges  preach  against  'free  love' 
ojienly,  practice  it  seiretly  ;  their  outward  seeming  is  fair  inwardly  they  are  full 
of  '  dead  men's  bones  and  all  manner  of  uncleahness.'  For  example,  I  know  of 
one  man.  a  public  teacher  of  eminence,  who  lives  in  concubinage  with  the  wife 
of  ant'ther  public  teacher  of  almost  equal  eminence.  All  three  concur  In  de- 
n<»uncing  offenses  against  morality.  *  Hvpocrisy  is  the  tribute  paid  bv  vice  to 
virtue.'  So  be  it.  But  1  decline  to  stand  np  as  the  'frightful  example.'  I 
shall  makt'  it  my  business  to  analyze  some  of  these  lives,  and  will  take  my 
chancer  in  the  matter  of  libel  suits. 

I  iiavo  no  faith  in  critics.     But  I  believe  in  public  justice. 

Victoria  C.  Woodhuix. 

*'  (Dated)  New  York,  May  20, 1871." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  22."] 

Q.  After  the  publication  of  that  card,  I  ask  you  what  occurred  with  refer- 
ence to  yourself,  Mr.  Tilton,  and  Mr.  Beecher?  A.  Mr.  Tillon  came  tome 
and  said  that  lie  had  been  sent  for  by  Victoria  Woodhull,  that  he  had  gone 
to  see  her,  and  that  she  had  poured  out  upon  him  stories  derogatory  to  the 
character  of  Mr.  Beecher,  and  had  connected  his  (Mr.  Tilton's)  wife's  name 
with  Mr.  Beecher  as  it  was  connected  in  this  article.  1  saw  Mr.  Beecher 
about  it.  I  told  him  that  I  thought  it  would  be  necessary  in  some  way  to 
influence  that  woman  against  the  publication  of  the  stories;  that  I  thought  I 
ought  to  see  her,  and  he  said  he  hoped  I  would,  and  I  did  see  her  in  conse- 
quence of  my  consultation  with  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Up  to  that  time  had  you  ever  seen  her  ?  A.  I  saw  her  once  before  I 
saw  Mr.  Beecher ;  once  or  twice. 

Q.  Well,  go  on  and  state  what  occurred.     A.  With  Mr.  Beecher  t 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  I  have  stated  what  occurred. 

Q.  After  seeing  her  did  you  see  Mr.  Beecher.'  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  saw  her 
after  I  saw  Mr.  Beecher,  and  I  saw  Mr.  Beecher  after  I  saw  her. 

Q.  That  is  what  I  wanted  to  call  your  attention  to.  What  did  you  state 
to  Mr.  Beecher  as  having  occurred  between  yourself  and  Mrs.  Woodhull  ? 
A.  I  told  him  that  I  had  said  to  Mrs.  Woodhull  that  the  stories  against  Mr. 
Beecher  had  their  original  foundation  in  stones  told  by  Mr.  Bowcn ;  that  when 
Mr.  Bowen  was  asked  to  present  the  evidence  upon  which  he  based  his  stories, 
he  did  not  present  that  evidence,  and  I  told  him  I  had  worked  a  fair  influence 
upon  the  woman,  that  I  had  undertaken  to  show  her  how  wrong  it  would  be 
to  be  vindictive;  there  was  nothing  to  be  gained  by  that,  and  said  to  him 
that  I  thought  that  I  found  her  amenable  to  moral  influence,  which  I  under- 
took to  use  upon  her,  and  he  expressed  his  gratification. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  9  A.  He  said  that  he  was  gratified  that  I  had  bad 
the  interview  with  her,  and  thanked  me  for  it. 

Q.  Nothing  was  published,  I  believe,  after  that — ^for  some  time,  at  least  t 
A.  No,  sir.  I  believe  there  was,  sir,  a  kindly  article  published  in  Woodhull 
&  Clafiin^s  paper  concerning  Mr.  Beecher. 
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Mr.  Eearts, — Well,  unless  the  article  is  to  be  produced,  we  don't  care 
for  it. 

Mr.  FaUerUm. — ^I  ask  you  if  you  recollect  of  anything  else  that  occurred  after 
your  interview  with  Mr.  Beecherf  and  that  you  have  last  spoken  of  in  regard 
to  this  matter  before  the  publication  of  Mrs.  Woodhull  in  the  autumn  of 
1872  ?    A.  I  don't  at  the  present  moment  remember. 

Q.  Then,  sir,  what  occurred  in  Novemb«.*r,  1872,  with  reference  to  Mrs. 
Woodhull  ?    A.  There  was  a  publication  in  Woodhull  &  Claflin's  paper. 

Q.  In  regard  to  this  ?  A.  Tes,  sir;  in  regard  to  Mr.  Beecher,  Mrs.  Tilton, 
and  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  Now,  what  occurred  upon  that  publication  ?  A.  I  saw  Mr.  Beecher 
shortly  after  the  publication. 

Q.  State  what  occurred  between  you  ?  A.  Mr.  Beecher  said  that  he  had 
come  to  consult  with  me  as  to  what  it  was  best  to  do  with  reference  to  that 
publication;  what  reply  could  be  made  to  it,  if  any  reply  could  be  made. 
He  said  he  saw  no  hope  for  him  since  that  story  had  been  published.  I  told 
him  that  I  thought  silence  would  kill  that  story;  and  that  if  he  kept  silent 
with  regard  to  it,  simply  pointing  to  his  past  life  as  an  answer  to  it.  and 
saying  that  if  that  was  not  an  answer  he  did  not  choose  to  mnke  any;  that 
it  would  kill  that  story,  in  my  opinion,  so  far  as  any  evil  effect  of  it  upon  him 
was  concerned.  We  consulted  fn^quently  concerning  it,  and  did  not  arrive  at 
any  other  conclusion  than  that  silence  was  best.  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  **If 
I  say  anything  about  it,  I  think  this  will  be  the  best  thing  for  me  to  say 
uniformly ;  that  if  the  story  is  true,  it  was  infamous  to  tell  it,  and  if  it  was 
false,  it  was  diabolical  to  have  told  it ;  and  that  if  his  life  was  not  an  answer 
to  it,  I  could  not  choose  to  make  any — I  should  not  choose  to  make  any  to 
anybody.*'  Mr.  Beecher  said  to  me  that  he  thoug!it  it  would  be  judicious  for 
me  to  make  such  reply  as  that;  and  I  met  him  after  this  conversation,  and, 
told  him  that  I  had  made  such  reply  as  that  to  several  parties,  and  it  appeared 
to  satisfy  them.  I  told  him  that  I  had  been  pressed  clo!>e  by  one  or  two 
people,  and  I  had  denied  that  he  was  an  impure  man,  had  denied  that  out- 
right :  I  did. 

Q.  Well,  I  want  to  ask  you  whether  in  this  article  published  by  Mrs. 
Woodhull,  illicit  intercourse  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mrs.  Tilton  was 
charged  ? 

Mr.  Evarti, — Oh  I  the  article  should  be  produced. 

Mr.  FuUertan, — Well,  if  you  want  the  article 

Mr.  Eoarti. — We  don't  want  the  article. 

Mr.  PuUerton, — You  can  have  the  whole  of  it  in,  or  have  that  part  in.  I 
propose  to  leave  it  out  if  you  will  admit  an  answer  to  that  question,  and  pay 
no  further  attention  to  it. 

Mr.  EvarU. — ^I  can  not  agree  to  any  substitute  for  evidence. 

Mr.  Fullertcn. — ^I  propose  to  give  that  in  evidence,  sir;  whether  that  was 
charged  in  that  paper.     It  is  not  necessary  that  we  should  produce  it  here. 

Ju]>GB  Neilson. — Does  the  learned  counsel  stand  upon  the  objection  that 
the  paper  would  best  show  ? 

Mr.  BvartB. — Ye9,  sir. 
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Judge  Neilson. — Then  you  can  not  do  it.    You  must  produce  the  paper; , 
if  you  produce  the  paper,  and  identify  it,  you  can  eliminate  that  one  sentence. 

Mr.  Fullertoit. — Well,  sir,  we  will  go  on,  then,  with  the  evidence,  and  in- 
troduce the  paper  to-morrrow.* 

Q.  I  want  to  ask  you  what  reply  Mr.  Bcecher  made,  if  anything,  when  you 
informed  him  that  you  had  denied  flatly  to  two  or  three  persons  that  he  was 
an  impure  man  ?    A.  He  thanked  me  for  the  pains  I  had  taken. 

Q.  Now,  during  these  interviews  between  you  and  Mr.  Beecher  with  refer- 
ence to  that  publication,  where  was  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton,  I  believe,  in 
the  beginninor,  was  in  New  Hampshire. 

Q.  And  when  he  returned  <li«l  he  participate  in  any  way  ?  A.  Yes;  he  was 
present  at  an  interview  betwofn  Mr.  Beecher  and  myself. 

Q.  What  took  place  at  that  interview  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton  said  to  Mr.  Beecher 
that  he  was  not  at  all  responsible  for  that  story.  Mr.  Beecher  said  he  did  not 
believe  he  was.  Mr.  Tilton  asked  Mr.  Beecher  how  he  thought  it  was  best  to 
meet  that  story.  Mr.  Beecher  told  him  he  did  not  see  exactly  how  to  meet  it, 
at  that  interview — that  is  what  wa»  said  there.  I  told  Mr.  Tilton  that  I 
thought  it  \Vas  best  to  be  silent,  not  to  attempt  any  reply  to  the  story.  That 
is  the  substance  of  what  occurred  there. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  whether  there  was  a  proposed  card  to  publish  in  refer- 
ence to  it  ?    A.  There  was,  subsequent  to  that  interview. 

Q.  When  was  this  interview  that  you  now  speak  of  ?  A.  Some  time  sub- 
sequent to  that;  some  time  during  that  month,  or  the  first  part  of  December. 

Q.   ^^*hen  was  the  interview  at  which  the  proposed  card 

Mr.  Beach. — That  is  the  one  he  has  given  the  date  of,  isn't  it  ? 

Witness. — I  say  it  was  some  time  in  the  latter  part  of  November  or  De- 
cember. 

Q.  Subsequent?    A.  Yes;  subsequent  to  this  inter\'iew;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  the  interview  at  which  the  card  appeared,  or  was  proposed  ? 
A.  Some  time  after  this  interview,  sir — the  first  interview,  of  which  we  have 
spoken,  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher;  the  latter  part  of  November  or 
December. 

Mr.  Btnch. — Well,  which  was  the  latter  part  of  November?  A.  The  last, 
sir. 

Mr.  Evarfs. — When  was  ttie  other?    A.  On  election  day,  I  think,  sir. 

Q.  That  would  be  earlier  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fiillerton. — What  occurred  when  the  card  was  proposed  ?  A.  3Ir. 
Tilton  declined  to  publish  any  card ;  he  declined  to  consider  such  a  card,  and 
he  said  it  would  only  lead  to  further  controversy,  and  he  could  not  denounce 
those  women  to  save  3Ir.  Beecher  from  the  result  of  his  crime. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Beecher  reply  to  that  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  his  reply. 

Q.  What  paper  is  that  that  is  now  handed  you  ?  A.  It  is  the  hand- 
writing of  Henry  Ward  Beecher  with  regard  to  the  proposed  card  for  Theo- 
dore Tilton  to  make.  Mr.  Tilton  told  Mr.  Beecher  at  that  interview  that  he 
knew  perfectly  well  the  circumstances  under  which  he  (Mr.  Tilton)  had  come 
in  contact  with  Mrs.  Wood  hull,  and   he  said  that  Mr.  Beecher  must  under- 

*  See,  p.        ,  post. 
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'  Btand  that  such  a  card  as  that  would  be  a  very  unjust  card,  and  an .  untrue 
card  for  him  to  publish. 

Mr,  Fiillerton, — ^I  shall  offer  it  in  evidence. 

"  In  an  unguarded  enthusiasm  I  hoped  well  and  much  of  one  who  has  proved 
utterly  unprincipled.  I  shall  never  again  notice  her  stories,  and  now  utterly  re- 
pudiate her  Htiitements  made  concerning  me  and  mine." 

[Cjird  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  2:3."] 

Mr.  EwtrU, — That  was  the  proposed  card  for  Mr.  Tilton  to  publish  ?  A. 
Mr.  Beecher-s  proposed  card  ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  For  Mr.  Tilton  to  publish  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  he  recommended,  certainly, 
Mr.  Tilton  to  publish  it. 

Q.  It  was  not  to  be  signed  by  Mr.  Beecher,  it  was  to  be  signed  by  Mr. 
Tilton  ?    A.  To  be  signed  by  3Ir.  Tilton;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fullert<tn. — When  Mr.  Tilton  said  to  Mr.  Beecher.  **You  know  the 
circumstiinces  under  which  my  acquaintance  with  Mrs.  Woodhull  commenced,^' 
did  he  state  those  circumstances  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  ?  A.  He  said  that  he  had  formed  the  acquaintance 
of  Victoria  Woodhull  in  the  beginning  in  consequence  of  the  card  which 
originally  appeared  in  The  World,,  and  that  from  that  time  onward  up  to  the 
spring  of  1872,  he  had  undertaken  to  use  his  utmost  influence  upon  her,  in  a 
kindly  way,  for  the  purpose  of  suppressing  the  story  concerning  Mr.  Beecher 
and  his  wife,  and  that  it  was  not  an  unguarded  enthusiasm,  and  that  Mr. 
Beeclier  knew  it  was  not  an  unguarded  enthusiasm  that  led  him  to  Mrs. 
Woodhull,  but  that  he  went  to  her  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  his  family, 
and  himself,  and  Mr.  Beecher,  from  the  result  of  a  story  which  she  originally 
threatened. 

Q.  Did  anything  else  occur  at  that  interview,  which  you  have  not  related, 
that  you  remember  ?  A.  Nothing,  but  that  Mr.  Beecher  was  deeply  affected 
at  the  interview. 

Q.  How  was  he  affected  ?  A.  Did  not  see  any  hope:  did  not  see  how  the 
story  was  to  be  suppressed,  he  said,  and  he  wept  as  usual. 

Q.  I  now  call  your  attention  to  December,  1872,  about  the  20th,  a  consul- 
tation between  yourself  and  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  a  state- 
ment ?    A.  What  is  the  date,  sir  ? 

Q.  About  December  20th  ?     A.  1872? 

Q.  Yes;  about  a  proposed  statement  that  was A.  Ohl  yes,  I  re- 
member it. 

Q.  Where  did  that  interview  take  place  ?  A.  Took  place  at  my  house  in 
Bemsen-street. 

Q.  8tate.  if  you  please,  what  occurred.  A.  There  were  present  Mr. 
Tilton,  Mrs.  Tilton,  Mr.  Beecher,  and  myself.  Mr.  Tilton  had  communicated 
to  me  his  intention  of  publishing  what  he  had  written,  which  was  a  story  of 
the  whole  affair — ^the  account  of  the  whole  affair.  He  had  made  one  altera- 
tion in  it  of  statement  from  the  exact  truth,  or  had  stated  the  exact  truth  in 
language  that  was  delicate,  and  he  wanted  Mr.  Beecher  to  hear  it  read  before 
its  publication,  and  Mr.  Beecher,  at  my  invitation,  came  to  the  house  to  hear 
it  read,  and  Mr.  Tilton  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  '*I  will  read  to  you  one  passage 
Jrom  this  statement,  and,  if  you  can  stand  that,  you  can  stand  any  part  of 
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it,'^  and  he  read  to  bim  a  passage  from  that  statemeDt,  which  was  about  u 
follows  as  nearly  as  I  can  recollect. 

Mr,  EoarU, — The  statement  will  speak  for  itself. 

Mr,  FtiUerton.—Wh&t  did  he  read  ? 

Mr.  Eoarts, — The  statement  will  state. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — No,  what  did  he  read  ? 

Mr,  Evarta. — Exactly,  let  us  have  the  statement. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — No,  but  he  read  from  something.  What  did  he  say  when 
he  read  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  it  is  a  verbal  communication  directly  to  Mr. 
Beecher,  and  therefore  it  is  admissible. 

Mr,  Evarts, — No,  I  do  not  understand  it  so.  He  had  a  written  paper 
from  which  he  read.     We  want  thut  written  paper. 

Tfte  WitMcsii,—Wc\],  Mr.  Tilton  stated 

Mr,  Ecarts, — Don't  argue  the  question. 

The  Witness. — I  beg  pardon. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  think  wo  are  entitled  to  the  written  paper,  and  that 
parol  evidence  of  its  contents  can  not  be  given. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — I  am  asking  what  Mr.  Tilton  said,  or  read  to  Mr.  Beecher 
on  that  occasion 

Judge  Neilbon. — Well,  ask  him  what  he  said. 

Mr.  Fulltrton. — Well,  what  did  he  say  when  he  read  f 

[Objected  to.] 

Judge  Neilson. — Can  you  tell  what  he  said,  independently  of  the  paper ! 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Independently  of  reading  from  a  paper,  what  did  he  say; 
that  is,  what  other  than  what  he  read 

Mr,  FuUerton, — No,  that  is  not  my  proposition. 

Mr.  Evarts, — Well,  I  know  that  is  not  your  proposition. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — It  would  not  be  extraordinary,  if  you  did  know  it,  be- 
cause I  have  stated  it  very  plainly. 

Mr,  Evarts. — But  his  Honor  has  said 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  know  his  Honor  has  said,  and  you  have  said,  and  now 
I  have  a  right  to  say,  without  interruption.     We  all  have  rights  here. 

Mr,  Evarts, — Of  course  you  have  rights  here. 

Mr.  FuUerton,— Well,  it  don't  seem  to  be  of  course,  from  the  way  you  ad- 
dresped  me  now.  Now,  I  propose  to  give  in  evidence  what  occurred  between 
the  parties  on  that  occaHion,  and,  if  Mr.  Tilton  said  or  read  anything.  I  want 
the  witness  to  repeat  what  he  said  and  what  he  read.  I  am  not  giving  in 
evidence  the  document  by  any  means.  I  do  not  propose  that,  and,  even  if  I 
(lid,  it  is  not  such  a  document  as  it  is  necessary  to  produce  here,  in  order  to 
gi\c  it  in  evidence.  What  I  desire  to  know  is  this — what  communication 
was  made,  in  any  possible  form,  by  Mr.  Tilton  to  Mr.  Beecher,  that  called 
from  him  a  reply. 

Judge  Neilson. — What  is  the  answer  to  that  ? 

Mr,  Evarts. — The  only  answer  on  our  part  is  that  we  want  it  according  lo 
the  rules  of  evidence.    It  is  stated  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  written  what  is  r.harac- 
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teiised  as  a  full  statement,  or  a  true  statement,  or  something  of  that  nature 
which  he  proposed  to  publish.  That  I  understand  the  witness  has  said,  and 
he  hud  it  then  there,  and  the  conversation  was  concerning  that  paper  aod  its 
publication.  Thereupon  Mr.  Tilton  undertook  to  read  to  Mr.  Beecher  a  part 
of  that  paper,  saying,  **If  you  can  stand  that  part  of  the  paper,  you  can 
stand  the  rest.^'  That  is  what  this  witness  has  testified  to.  Now,  we  want 
that  paper  and  the  part  of  it  that  was  read  as  it  appeared  in  that  paper,  and 
it  is  not  competent  to  recite  out  of  a  written  paper,  by  oral  proposition,  what 
the  written  paper  is  the  best  evidence  of.  Mr.  Tilton's  statement  and  this 
witness*  hennn;fr^  were  a  statement  by  the  one  and  a  hearing  by  the  other  of 
what  was  written  on  a  paper,  and  not  an  independent  statement,  nor  so  pro- 
posed. Now,  my  learned  friends  cither  are  going  to  give  that  statement  in 
evidence,  or  not,  or  that  part  of  that  statement  in  evidence,  or  not.  When 
they  produce  that  paper  we  will  examine  it  and  consider  the  question  whether 
the  whole  or  the  part  is  admissible,  if  the  whole  or  the  part  shall  be  proposed. 
Bat  now  our  objection  is  that  the  oral  statement  of  this  written  paper  can  not 
be  given  in  evidence  unless  the  foundation  for  it  is  laid  by  showing  the  loss 
or  destruction  of  the  paper. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — My  proposition,  sir,  is  embraced  in  these  few  words:  I  pro- 
pose to  show  what  communication  was  made  by  Mr.  Tilton  on  that  occasion  to 
Mr.  Beecher.  I  do  not  care  whether  it  originated  in  his  own  mind  or  whether 
it  was  read  from  a  paper,  printed  or  written ;  it  makes  no  difference.  What  it 
•was  that  he  said  to  him  is  what  I  have  a  right  to,  and  what  I  propose  to  prove. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  the  witness  can  state  what  was  said  to  Mr. 
Beecher,  although  he  stated  matter  that  had  been  incorporated  in  writing. 

Mr.  Evarta. — But,  if  your  Honor  please,  he  stated  that  he  read  from  the 
paper. 

JuDOB  NsiLsoir. — WeU,  it  was  a  paper  which  was  proposed.  It  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  adopted  or  acted  upon — an  unperfected  thing. 

Mr,  EvarU, — ^I  do  not  know  that,  sir.  If  your  Honor  knows  more  about 
it  than  we 

Judos  Neilson. — ^I  said  it  does  not  appear. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — You  knew  it  at  the  time 


Mr.  EtarU. — He  had  written  a  paper  wliich  was  a  true  statement,  and 
which  he  proposed  to  publish.  How  your  Honor  knows  it  was  an  imperfect 
paper,  I  am  sure  I  do  not  understand. 

Judge  Neelson. — ^I  did  not  say  I  knew  it  was.  I  said  it  did  not  appear  to 
hare  been  perfected.  I  think  this  witness  can  state  anything  which  Mr. 
Tilton  said  to  the  defendant  on  that  occasion. 

Mr.  EtarU. — ^Although  it  was  reading  from  a  paper  t 

Judge  Neilson. — ^Although  part  of  it  had  been  written  on  a  paper ;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Eoarts. — We  except. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — ^Now  go  on. 

Mr.  EtarU. — Let  it  be  understood  that  our  exception  is  to  a  repetition  by 
this  witness  of  anything  that  was  read  as  a  part  of  tliat  paper. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  your  objection.  My  ruling  is  that  he  may  state 
anything  that  was  said  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  on  that  occasicm. 
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Mr,  Evans. — Although  it  includes  the  recital  of  what  was  read  from 
that  paper  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Although  it  may  include  the  recital  of  what  had  been 
written. 

Mr.  Evnrts. — What  was  read  from  the  paper,  if  your  Honor  plcane,  is  what 
our  point  is.  Our  point,  and  we  certainly  are  entitled  to  it,  is  that  if  this 
^vitne38  testifies  that  Mr.  Tilton  read  from  a  paper,  that  that  paper,  as  evidence 
of  what  he  read,  must  be  produced,  and  not  the  witness*  memory. 

Judge  Neilson. — Suppose  tliat,  prior  to  a  conversation  upon  any  question 
in  interest,  the  witness  makes  a  memorandum  to  assist  in  the  conversation. 
Is  it  to  be  doubted  that  he  may  go  on  with  that  conversation  and  use  the 
paper,  if  need  be,  and  prove  wJiat  the  conversation  was  without  the  produc- 
tion of  the  paper  ? 

Mr.  EvarU. — The  point  is  to  take  your  Honor's  ruling.  I  uuderstand  your 
Honor  to  have  decided;  but  my  objection  is  to  the  recital  by  this  witness  of 
a  part  of  a  paper  that  was  read  without  the  production  of  the  paper. 

Judge  Neilrox. — My  ruling  is  simply  that  he  may  state,  if  he  can,  all  that 
the  plaintiff  said  to  tlie  defendant  on  that  occasion.     That  is  all. 

Mr.  hullertoii. — That  is  my  question. 

Mr.  Emrts. — Certainly,  your  Honor  proposes  I  shall  either  have  the  evi- 
dence excluded  or  my  exception  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — You  take  my  ruling,  of  course. 

Mr.  Evarts, — Ah !  but  your  Honor  refuses  to  rule  upon  my  point,  and  statee 
to  me  that  you  only  rule  upon  something  else.  Now,  I  make  an  objection, 
and  I  bow  to  your  Honor's  ruling  upon  it,  but  I  am  entitled  to  one  or  the  other 

Judge  Neilson. — I  rule  simply  that  he  may  state,  if  he  can,  all  that  th€ 
plaintiff  said  to  the  defendant  on  that  occasion. 

Mr.  Evarts. — And  you  don't  rule  that  he  may  state  any  part  of  what  wac 
in  that  paper  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  not  involved  in  the  proposition. 

Mr.  Evarts, — Very  well,  then,  I  shall  object  to  his  reciting  anything  that 
was  in  that  paper  under  your  Honor's  present  ruling. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  is  not  a  question  of  reading;  it  is  a  conyersation  be- 
tween the  parties. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — What  communication  did  Mr.  Tilton  make  to  Mr.  Beecher 
at  that  interview^  ?    A.  Mr.  Tilton  said  to  Mr.  Beecher 

Mr^  Ecarts. — Wait  a  moment.     Did  he  read  from  a  paper  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — Wait  one  moment. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  he  may  put  that. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — You  have  no  right  to  interfere  with  my  witness. 

Mr,  Evarts. — I  have  a  right  to. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — No ;  he  is  going  on  to  state  what  Mr.  Tilton  said. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Now,  I  have  a  right  to  the  point  of  law,  and  I  propose  to 
have  it. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — I  propose  you  shall  not  interrogate  my  witness  whilst  he 
IS  in  my  hands. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Well,  I  propose  to  interrogate  your  witness  whilst  he  isiA 
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your  hands,  to  raise  that  question  whether  he  is  repeating  from  what  is  written, 
and  it  is  the  every-iay  check  of  a  witness  who  is  proceeding  to  make  a  state- 
ment, to  ask  vrhether  that  was  in  writing. 

Judge  Nbilsok. — Undoubtedly,  where  a  writing  exists  affecting  the  in- 
terest of  the  parties. 

Mr,  Ev^rrts. — So  I  shall  interrupt  any  witness  with  that  ruling. 

Mr,  Fvllerton, — Well,  you  have  done  it ;  now  we  will  go  on. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Now,  just  answer  the  question. 

Mr  Fullerton.—St&te  what  Mr.  Tilton  said  ? 

Mr,  EtnrU, — No;  answer  the  question  whether  it  was  in  writing? 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  see  why  you  should  take  such  an  interest  in  this 
question ;  it  seems  too  simple  to  talk  about. 

Mr.  Etarts. — Does  your  Honor  rule  thkt  I  have  no  right  to  ask  whether 
it  was  in  writing  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Not  with  that  view;  your  question  has  been  taken  down 
and  exception 

Mr.  Erarta. — Well,  if  the  witness  now  states  anything  that  was  in  writing, 
I  object  to  it. 

Judge  Neilsok. — Well,  that  saves  your  rights,  perhaps. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Go  on  and  state  what  communication — what  did  Mr. 
THlton  say  to  Mr.  Beecher  upon  that  occasion  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton  said  to  Mr. 
Beecher,  **Mr.  Beecher,  there  is  one  thing  in  this  statement  which  if  you 
can  stand,  you  can  stand  any  part  of  it.  Elizabeth  has  stated  that  you 
solicited  her  to  become  a  wife  to  you,  together  with  all  that  thut  implies,  and 
I  will  read  to  you  that  part  of  the  statement,"  and  he  did  read  to  Mr.  Beecher 
tuat  part  of  the  statement. 

Q.  Now,  what  did  Mr.  Beecher  reply  ?  A.  And  Mr.  Beecher  said, 
•*  Theodore,  you  might  just  as  well  state  the  fact  as  to  put  it  in  that  way," 
and  Mr.  Beecher  said  to  me  after  that  interview  that  he  would  not  stand  in 
the  position  of  a  man  who  had  solicited  favors  from  a  woman,  and  be  put  in 
the  position  of  one  who  had  been  rejected  by  her,  and  I  told  him  I  sympa- 
thized with  that  view  of  the  case. 

Q.  What  reason,  if  any,  did  he  give  for  making  that  ?  A.  He  gave 
the  reason  to  me,  sir,  subsequent  to  the  interview ;  he  went  on  at  that  inter- 
view and  said  to  Mr.  Tilton,  **Mr.  Tilton,  of  course  you  can  do  just  as  you 
please,  but  I  think  you  ought  not  to  publish  that;  it  will  kill  me  if  you  pub- 
lish it.'' 

Mr.  FullerUm. — I  shall  have  to  put  in  the  original,  perhaps,  at  some 
future  time. 

Mr,  Beach, — Did  I  understand  that  Mr.  Tilton  was  present  at  this  time  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  FulUrton. — ^I  call  your  attention  to  a  still  further  interview  in  the 
month  of  December,  1872,  when  Mr.  Carpenter  was  present.  Do  you  recol- 
lect such  a  meeting  ?    A.  When  what,  sir  ? 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  such  a  meeting — when  Mr.  Carpenter  was  present  ? 
A.  In  the  latter  part* of  December,  1872  ? 

Q.  Yes  ?    A.  A  meeting  with  reference  to  a  paper,  do  you  mean  ? 
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Q.  Yes  ?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  Before  I  go  to  that,  however,  let  me  ask  yoo  what  reason  Mr.  Tilton 
assigned  for  writing  the  statement  refeiTed  to  in  your  last  interview  ?  A. 
Mr.  Tilton  said  he  thought  it  would  be  necessary  to  give  the  public  some  in- 
formation concerning  the  story  of  Victoria  WoodhulL;  that  was  the  reason  he 
gave. 

Q.  Now  go  to  the  interview  where A.  I  had  a  further  conyersation 

with  Mr.  Beecher  on  that  subject. 

Q.  Well,  state  it.  A.  Yes;  I  had  a  further  conversation  with  Mr. 
Beecher  on  the  subject  of  that  document,  and  I  told  him  that  I  had  said  to 
Theodore  Tilton  that  he  must  not  publish  it,  that  it  would  be  cruel  to  publish 
it  as  against  his  family  and  as  against  Mr.  Beecher;  and  that  I  had  received 
from  Theodore  Tilton  a  promise  that  he  would  not  publish  it,  and  I  had  him 
put  it — I  told  Mr.  Beecher  I  had  him  put  it — into  a  certain  spot,  and  agree 
not  to  take  it  from  that  spot  without  my  consent,  and  Mr.  Beecher  thanked 
me  for  this  interference  in  his  behalf. 

Q.  It  was  not  published,  was  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  the  other  interview  in  1872,  at  which  Mr.  Carpenter  was  present 
— what  occurred  then  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — The  latter  part  of  December,  1872  ?  A.  Mr.  Carpenter  spoke 
with  Mr,  Beecher  about  the  establishment  of 

Q.  First  tell  us  how  you  got  together  ?  A.  I  do  not  know ;  I  believe  Mr. 
Carpenter  and  Mr.  Beecher  came  together  to  my  house. 

Q.  What  Mr.  Carpenter  was  it?  A.  Mr.  Carpenter  the  artist — ^Frank 
Carpenter. 

Q.  Now,  state  what  occurred.  A.  He  wanted  Mr.  Beecher — he  said  to  Mr, 
Beecher:  '*  Will  you  entertain  the  idea  of  going  into  a  newspaper  ?  Woaldn^t 
it  save  all  trouble  if  you  should  resign  your  ministry  and  go  into  a  paper  f  *' 
And  Mr.  Beecher  said  he  was  vdlling  to  take  such  a  subject  as  that  into  con- 
sideration ;  and  that  was  the  substance  of  what  occurred  at  that  interview. 

Q.  Well,  what  was  said  about  the  paper  ?  Give  us  the  interview  at  length, 
as  well  as  you  can  recollect  it.  A.  I  don't  remember  much  more  about  it 
than  that. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  what  time  in  December  this  was !  A.  The  latter 
part  of  December. 

Q.  What,  if  anything,  was  said  at  that  time  about  the  length  of  time  that 
Mr.  Beecher  had  been  pastor  of  the  Church  ?  A.  I  think  something  was  aaid 
about  the  25  years  that  he  had  been  a  pastor. 

Mr.  Evarts.—Bj  whom  ?  A.  By  Mr.  Carpenter.  Mr.  Carpenter  referred 
to  his  illustrious  career— said  to  Mr.  Beecher.  **You  have  had  an  illnstrioaa 
career  as  a  preacher;  and  now  it  seems  to  me  that  you  could  step  from  the 
pulpit  into  a  journal,  and  save  all  these  stories  against  yourself  from  being 
told  " — ^put  it  in  that  view — in  some  such  way  as  that ;  I  forget  the  substance 
of  it. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Did  you  hear  anything  more  about  th^t  proposition  after* 
ward  ?    A.  Yes,  dr. 

Q.  From  whom  ?    A.  From  Mr.  Beecher  and  from  Mr.  Carpenter. 
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Q.  When  they  were  together?  A.  No;  I  do  not  remember  that  they 
were  together. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Beeeher  say  in  regard  to  it  at  any  subsequent  time  ?  A. 
I  liad  an  interview  with  Mr.  Bcecher  in  regard  to  it  myself.  I  discounten- 
anced the  proposition ;  told  biin  he  had  not  better  accept  any  such  proposi- 
tion ;  the  place  for  him  to  work  was  in  the  pulpit — that  is  where  he  belonged, 
and  to  go  out.  of  the  pulpit  would  be  a  virtual  confession  of  the  Wood- 
hull  story  and  the  rumors  against  him. 

Q.  What  did  he  reply  to  that,  if  anything?  A.  Well,  that  is  what  he 
told  Mr.  Carpenter — that  is  what  he  said  he  would  tell  Mr.  Carpenter,  and  I 
believe  he  did  tell  Mr.  Carpenter. 

Mr.  EwirU. — That  you  do  not  know  anything  about  it  ?  A.  I  do  not 
know  anything  about  that — whether  he  told  Mr.  Carpenter  or  not. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — Do  you  recollect  what  was  termed  as  **  The  Letter  of  My 
Complaining  Friend,"  which  was  published  in  December,  1872  ?  A.  Yes,  sir; 
I  remember  something  about  it. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Beeeher  afterward  about  it  f 
A.  Yea,  sir. 

Q«  Did  you  see  the  letter  in  the  newspaper  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  See  if  you  recognize  that  as  a  reproduction  of  it  f 

Mr.  EvarU.—Yfhfit  is  the  date  of  that  ? 

Mr.  FuUertan.—i:\mt  is  December,  1872. 
•     Q.  Do  you  recognize  that  as  the  letter  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  FuUertan. — ^I  offer  it  in  evidence.     [Reading.] 

"  No.  174  Livingston  Strbbt, 
Brooklyn,  December  27,  1872. 
••  Mt  COBfPLAiNiNO  Friend  : 

"  Thanks  for  your  good  letter  of  bad  advice.  Toa  say, '  How  easy  ti>  give  the 
lie  to  the  wicked  fltory,  and  thus  end  it  forever.'  But  Htop  and  consider.  The 
story  is  a  whole  library  of  statements — a  hundred  or  more — and  it  would  be 
•trange  if  M>me  of  them  were  not  cjrrect,  though  1  doubt  if  any  are.  To  give  a 
general  denial  to  such  an  encyclopaedia  of  assertions  would  be  as  vague  and 
irrelevant  as  to  take  up  27ie  Police  Omette,  with  \t»  twenty-four  pages  of  illugtra- 
tiona,  and  say,  '  This  ih  a  lie.'  So  extensive  a  libel  requires,  if  answered  at  all,  a 
special  denial  of  its  several  parts  ;  nnd  furthermore,  it  requires,  in  this  particular 
case,  not  only  a  denial  of  things  mis-stated,  but  a  truthful  explanation  of  the 
things  that  remain  unstated  and  in  my-story.  In  other  words,  the  false  story,  if 
met  at  all,  should  be  confronted  and  confounded  by  the  true  one.  Now,  my 
friend,  you  urge  me  to  speak  ;  but  when  the  truth  is  a  sword.  God's  mercy  some- 
times commands  it  sheathed.  If  you  think  I  do  not  burn  to  defend  my  wife  and 
little  ones,  you  know  not  the  fiery  spirit  within  me.  But  my  wife's  heart  is 
more  a  fountain  of  charity,  and  quenches  all  resentments.  She  says,  '  Let  there 
be  no  suffering,  save  to  ourselves  alone,'  and  forbids  a  vindication  to  the  injury 
of  others.  From  the  beginning,  she  has  stood  witli  her  hand  on  my  lips,  saying, 
'  Hush  I'  So,  when  you  prompt  me  to  speak  for  her,  you  countervail  her  more 
Christian  mandate  of  silence.  Morrover,  after  all,  the  chief  victim  of  the  public 
displeasure  is  myself  alone,  and,  so  long  as  this  is  happily  the  case,  I  shall  try 
with  patience  to  keep  my  answer  within  my  own  breast,  lest  it  shoot  forth  like 
a  thunderbolt  through  other  hearts.  Yours  truly, 

Theodorb  Tilton." 

[Copy  of  letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  24."] 

Mr.  FaUerUm. — ^What  occurred  between  yourself  and  Mr.  Beeeher  with 
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reference  to  that  letter?     What  newspaper  ^as  it  published  in  ?     A.  In  one 
of  the  Brooklyn  papers. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  which  one  ?    A.  I  think  I  saw  it  in  The  E^igle,  sir. 

Mr,  Fullerton. —  7'h€  Brooklyn  Eagle  f 

Q.  What  occurred  between  yourself  and  Mr.  Beecher  after  the  publication 
of  that  letter  ?  A.  I  saw  Mr.  Beecher,  and  he  said  that  he  regretted  the 
publication  of  it  very  much — he  thought  that  that  letter  might  lead  to  further 
inquiry;  he  said  he  thought  it  might  lead  to  further  inquiry  into  the  matter — 
might  lead  to  the  telling  of  the  whole  story.  I  told  him  that  I  considered 
the  letter  a  very  injudicious  on§  fol*  Theodore  Tilton  to  write;  agreed  with 
him  that  he  ought  not  to  have  written  it  in  the  interests  of  peace. 

Q.  Is  that  all  of  that  interview  that  you  recollect  ?  A.  That  is  the  sub- 
stance of  it. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  the  publication  of  what  is  termed  the  tripartite  agree- 
ment ?    A.  I  do. 

Q.  What  occurred,  if  anything,  between  yourself  and  Mr.  Beecher  in 
regard  to  it  ?    A.     With  reference  to  the  publication  of  the  tripartite 

Q.  What  occurred  between  you  after  the  publicaticm  of  the  tripartite 
agreement  ?    A.  01  after  tlie  publication  of  the  tripartite  covenant  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.  A.  Mr.  Beecher  was  at  my  house,  came  to  my  house  on  Satur- 
day morning,  May  31,  I  think  it  was — I  think  the  publication  of  the  tripartite 
covenant  was  on  May  the  30th — came  there,  I  believe,  because  I  sent  for  him. 
I  sent  for  him  because  Theodore  Tilton  had  said  to  me  that  the  publication  of  • 
the  *' tripartite  covenant"  placed  him  in  the  position  of  a  man  forgiven  for 
some  crime  by  Mr.  Beecher,  and  that  he  would  not  stand  in  that  position. 

Q.  Did  you  state  so  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  at  the  boose 
— Mr.  Tilton  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  at  the  house. 

Q.  When  Mr.  Tilton  told  Mr.  Beecher  this  he  was  present  ?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  Just  explain  again.     A.  Certainly,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  you  and  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher  met  there  together  ?  A 
Yes,  sir.  I  think  I  sent  for  Mr.  Beecher  in  consequence  of  Mr.  Tilton  having 
told  me  that  this  **  tripartite  covenant" — the  publication  of  it — put  him  in 
the  position  of  a  man  forgiven  by  Mr.  Beecher  for  some  crime;  he  wr.s  not 
content  to  stand  in  such  a  position ;  that  that  was  not  the  truth,  and  he  would 
not  stand  in  that  position. 

JuDQE  Neilson. — Then  Mr.  Beecher  came  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  had  an  interview  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Now  what  occurred  ? 

Mr.  Evarts. — The  question  is  whether  Mr.  Tilton  was  there  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Afler  you  told  him  what  Mr.  Tilton  said  with  .regard 
to  the  effect  of  that  tripiartite  agreement  ?  A.  I  was  giving  the  reason  for 
sending  for  Mr.  Beecher.  Now  Mr.  Beecher  comes,  or  has  come  to  the  bouse, 
and  he  is  present  with  Mr.  Tilton,  and  Mr.  Tilton  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  *'Mr. 
Beecher,  the  publication  of  this  *  tripartite  covenant'  puts  me  in  the  position 
of  a  man  having  been  forgiven  by  you  for  some  crime.  Now  you  know  that 
that  is  not  true ;  I  can  not  stand  in  any  such  position  as  that,  and  I  won't 
stand  in  any  such  position  as  that.     Now  I  want  you  to  set  that  right  or  I 
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will  publish  this  card."  And  he  had  a  card  for  publication,  into  which  was 
incorporated  part  or  the  whole  of  the  letter  of  contrition,  part  of  it,  I  think, 
of  January  the  Ist,  1870. 

Q.  The  letter  that  has  been  put  in  evidence  of  January  1,  1870  ?    A.  Yes, 

sir ;  and  Mr.  Beecher  said:  **  Theodore,  I  don't  see  what  can  be  done — 

what  I  can  do  ?  If  you  will  indicate  anything  that  I  can  do,  I'm  willing  to 
do  it;  but,  really,  I  dont  see  how  I  can.  I  don't  think  that  you  are  right 
about  it;  I  ilon't  think  that  it  puts  you  in  that  position."  And  Theodore 
said:  **  Well,  it  does  put  me  in  that  position;  and  that's  precisely  what  I 
shall  do,  unless — I  shall  publish  this  document  unless  you  set  the  matter 
ri^ht ;  you  ought  to  do  it;  and  I  won't  stand  in  that  position."  And  Mr. 
Tilton,  I  believe,  left  that  interview,  and  left  me  alone  with  Mr.  Beecher,  or 
else  Mr.  Beecher  and  myself  went  up  into  my  study  from  the  room  in  which 
we  originally  were:  and  Mr.  Beecher  said  to  me,  that  there  seemed  to  be  no 
end  of  complications;  that  as  fast  as  we  got  out  of  one  thing  we  seemed  to 
get  into  another;  that  he  had  not  been  a  party  to  the  publication  of  the 
tripartite  covenant — that  he  had  not  been  a  party  to  it;  and  if  Theodore 
published  that  letter,  it  would  simply  be  his  death. 

Mr.  Beach. — ^Whose  death  ?     A.  Mr.  Beecher's  death;  I  beg  pardon,  sir; 
and  I  told  him  that  I  did  not  think  it  was  worth  while  to  give  way  to  his 
feelings;  that  was  what  he  generally  did  whenever  an  emergency  came;  and 
that  if  I  had  followed  his  advice,  followed  his  fears,  I  should  have  given  up 
,tbe  case  long  ago.     I  told  him  not  to  be  distressed  about  it,  for  I  thought  we 
"would  find  some  way  out ;  we  had  met  difficulties  before,  and  I  told  him  that 
I  thought  it  was  not  any  more  difficult  to  meet  this  matter  than  it  was  the 
Woodhull  story ;  and  if  we  meant  to  do  right,  one  toward  the  other,  I  thought 
we  could  find  a  wav  that  would  settle  the  difficulty.     If  mv  recollection  serves 
me  right,  Mr.  Beecher  came  that  Saturday  night  and  said  to  me,  with  great 
despondency,  that  he  had  made  up  his  mind  to  resign  from  Plymouth  Church, 
and  he  showed  to  me  a  copy  of  the  letter  of  resignation,  showed  to  me  a  draft 
of  a  letter  of  resignation  which  he  had  prepared  to  be  presented  to  the  trus- 
tees or  .some  parties  in  the  church,  proper  parties;  and  I  said  to  him  that  that 
would  not  do  at  all — ^th'at  that  was  a  virtual  confession  of  the  crime — and  said 
that  it  was  an  act  of  cowardice  on  his  part  to  do  it — he  ought  not  to  do  it — 
be  ought  to  stand  and  undertake  to  prepare  some  sort  of  document  that  would 
meet  the  necessities  of  the  case,  and  I  told  him  that  I  thought  such  a  card  as 
that  could  be  prepared.     I  think  that  Tlieodore  Tilton  was  in  the  house  on 
Saturday  night,  and  I  told  him  of  Mr.  Beecher's  proposed  action.     I  went 
downstairs;  I  think  he  was  in  my  front  room,  and  Mr.  Tilton  objected  to  the 
resignation,  particularly  to  that  part  of  it  which  said  that  Mr.  Beecher 

Mr.  Ecarts. — Well,  it  was  a  written  paper,  you  know. 

Witn€88. — Yes,  sir.     Can  I  say  what  Mr.  Tilton  said  ? 

JuDOB  Neilson. — Not  unless  there  is  consent. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — Before  we  go  any  further,  state  whether  that  is  the  pro- 
posed card  of  Mr.  Tilton. 

Mr.  Morris. — That  is  a  copy  that  I  made  myself  from  the 

Mr.  FuUerton. — ^I  will  substitute  the  original  for  it. 
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Mr.  Evarts. — Well,  we  will  not  quarrel  about  it;  go  on.  This  copy  is 
allowed  to  be  used  for  the  moment  in  place  of  the  original,  which  is  not  at 
hand,  but  the  original  is  to  be  produced ;  otherwise  it  goes  for  nothing.* 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir.     [Paper  handed  to  witness.] 

The  Witness,  —That  is,  I  remember,  sir,  about  it. 

"  To  the  Editor  of  the.  Brooklyn  Ragle  : 

'*  Samuel  Wilkeson,  a  bawness  partner  of  Henry  Ward  Beecher,  authorized 
the  publication  of  part  of  a  document  touching  the  relations  of  Mr.  JBeecherand 
Henry  ('.  Bowen.  Thip  document,  without  the  addition  of  another  (of  which  1 
presume  Mr.  Wilkeson  had  no  knowledge),  p:ro!»aly  mierepresents  Mr.  Beecher** 
relation  to  myself.  The  extent  of  this  mibrepreseniation,  even  by  well-meaning 
journals,  is  shown  by  the  following  extraict  from  TAe  New  York  Express  : 

'*  *  Something,  under  the  circumstances,  was  due  to  the  public,  Mr.  Beecher 
should  remember,  as  well  as  to  his  peculiar  friends,  Mr.  Bowen  and  Mr.  Tilton, 
and  hence,  while  it  was  well  enough  to  forgive  them  for  the  g^at — we  had 
almost  said,  the  irreparable  injury,  they  have  done  him,  it  is  to  be  regretted  that 
he  did  not  bring  the  alleged  shmderer  or  slanderers  into  open  court,  to  be  dealt 
with  there  as  thev  deserve.' 

"  The  above  indicates  the  feelings  of  many  good  men  and  women  as  to  my 
supposed  unjust  behavior  towards  Mr.  Beecher,  and  is  based  on  the  notion  that  I 
hiiv«  slandered  a  clergyman,  that  I  have  retracted  the  slanders,  and  that  1  have 
been  forgiven  by  him  and  magnanimously  restored  to  his  confidence.  This  im- 
pression, which  is  now  becoming  general,  is  a  grievous  wrong  to  me  and  my 
family.  No  longer  can  I  consent  to  remain  in  a  false  position  before  the  pablic 
1  therefore  append  the  following  statement  by  Mr.  Beecher : 

*•  '  BROOK1.YN,  Jan.  Ist,  1871. 
*•  '  My  Dear  Friend  Moulton  :  1  ask,  through  you,  Theodore  Tilton's  for- 
giveness, and  1  humble  myself  before  him  as  1  do  before  my  God.  He  would 
have  been  a  better  man  in  mine  circumstances  than  I  have  l>een.  I  can  ask  no- 
thing except  that  he  will  remember  all  the  other  breasts  thai  would  ache.  I 
will  not  plead  for  myself.  I  even  wish  that  1  were  dead.  But  others  mustt  live 
to  suffer.  I  will  die  before  any  one  but  myself  shall  be  implicated.  All  my 
thoughts  are  running  towards  my  friends — towards  the  poor  child  lying  there 
and  praying  with  her  folded  hands.  She  is  guiltless — sinned  against.  Her  for- 
giveness 1  have.  I  humbly  pray  to  God  that  he  may  put  it  into  the  heart  of  her 
husband  to  forgive  me.  (Signed)  **  *  H.  W.  Beechbb. 

"  *  1  have  entrusted  this  to  Moulton  in  confidence.* 

**  The  above  document  will  show  whether  it  is  I  who  have  wronged  Mr.Beecher, 
or  Mr.  Beecher  who  has  wronged  me. 

"Theodore  Tilton. 
"174  Livingston-street.  Brooklyn,  June^d,  1873." 

[Paper  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  2*5."] 

Q.  [Handing  paper  to  witness.]  Do  you  recollect  whether  anything  was 
said  about  the  erasure  in  that  letter  of  January  1st,  1870,  which  appears 
there  ?  A,  Yes,  sir;  Mr.  Theodore  Tilton  said  that  the  introduction  of  that 
clause,  if  I  remember  rightly,  would  be  a  virtual  confession,  or  statement  of 
adultery  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  his  wife,  and,  therefore,  it  was  stricken 
out. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — The  words  ^'bearing  the  transgression  of  another"  were 
stricken  out — erased.     Tlie  whole  sentence  is  as  follows  :  '*  She  is  guiltless, 

*  The  original  was  subsequently  produced,  and  is  here  substituted  for  the 
copy  that  was  first  read. 
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sinned  against,  bearing  the  transgrcBsioo  of  another.  Her  forgiveness  I  have. " 
The  words  **  bearing  the  transgression  of  another^'  are  erased. 

Mr,  EtarU. — Are  they  erased  there  ? 

Mr»  FiiU^ton, — Yes,  sir.  I  asked  him  if  anything  was  said  at  that  inter- 
view about  the  reason  why  those  words  were  erased. 

Mr.  Evarta. — Erased  in  that  supposed  publication  ? 

Mr.  FnVertniK — Yes,  sir.  [To  the  witness.]  They  were  erased  in  that 
supposed  publication,  were  they  not,  Mr.  Moulton  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  followed  that  interview  ?  A.  -The  next  thing  that  followed  was 
the  letter  of  June  Ist,  from  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q  No;  I  ask  your  attention  to  the  same  night.  Was  there  not  a  proposed 
reidgnation  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  I  have  said  so,  have  I  not  f 

Q.  Well,  I  believe  you  have.  Who  prepared  that  proposed  resignation  t 
A.  Mr.  Beecher  hunself. 

Q.  Where  did  you  see  it  first  ?    A.  In  his  hinds. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  at  the  time  ?  A.  He  said  he  had  made  up  his  mind 
that  he  would  not  try  any  lousier  to  stand  up  against  this  story ;  that  if  Theo- 
dore Tilton  was  goin<;  to  publish  that,  he  might  as  well  resign. 

Q.  [Handing  paper  to  witness.]  Look  at  the  paper  now  shown  you,  and 
tell  me  what  it  is  ?  A.  This  is  a  copy  which  I  dictated  in  order  that  Theo- 
dore Tilton  might  consider  exactly  what  the  document  was. 

Q.  From  what  did  you  dictate  it  ?  A.  I  dictated  it  from  my  memory  of 
the  document  itself. 

Mr.  Fvllertoji, — [To  defendant's  counsel]  Now,  gentlemen,  we  have 
noticed  you,  I  believe,  to  produce  the  ori^nal. 

[The  original  was  not  produced.] 

Mr.  FnUertnn. — We  will  read  from  it.  It  is  the  reproduction  of  the 
original  from  his  memory. 

Q.  What  became  of  the  original  ?    A.  Mr.  Beecher  kept  it. 

Q.  You  did  not  keep  it  ?    A.  No,  sir,  I  did  not. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — I  understand  Mr.  Moulton  to  have  spoken  of  a  resignation 
which  was  there  before  him. 

Mr.  Ffdlerton. — Yes,  sir;  and  which  he  took  away. 

Mr.  Eharts. — Yes,  sir;  and  which  he  took  away,  and  that  became  the  sub- 
ject of  comment.     What  rto  you  propose  to  do  with  this  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  propose,  in  the  first  place,  to  read  from  the  ori^nal,  if 
jou  produce  it  in  obedience  to  the  notice  given  to  you  for  that  purpose;  and, 
if  JOU  do  not  produce  it,  I  propose  to  read  from  this  copy. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  have  no  such  paper. 

Mr.  Fullertcn. — No  such  paper  as  what  ? 

Mr.  Evarts. — No  such  paper  as  your  witness  speaks  of. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Where  is  the  notice  to  produce  ?  I  call  for  the  production 
of  the  paper  described  in  our  notice  ? 

Mr.  Evarti. — ^We  have  no  such  paper. 

Judge  Neilson. — Has  notice  been  given  f 

Mr.  Beach. — The  notice  to  produce  is  admitted. 

Mr.  Fuyj£rton. — Can  yr>u  state  the  contents  of  that  resignation  which  was 
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proposed  by  Mr.  Beech er  on  that  occasion?     A.  Yes,  sir;  I  can  sobstan- 
tially. 

Q.  Do  it  as  nearly  as  you  can. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — Wait  one  moment.  He  can  recite  from  memory,  if  be  can, 
of  course,  the  best  way  he  can ;  but  when  you  put  a  paper  into  his  hands,  we 
want  to  inquire  where  that  was  made,  and  when. 

Mr.  Beach.-' That  is  right;  let  him  examine  the  witness. 

Mr,  Evarts. — You  have  a  memorandum  now  put  into  your  hands  ?  A.  Yea, 
sir. 

Q.  Where  do  ycu  produce  that  from?  A.  I  produce  it  from  my  pos- 
session. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  had  it  in  your  possession  ?  A.  I  have  had  it  since 
May  31,  1873. 

Q.  How  came  you  to  make  that  paper?  A.  I  made  it  in  order  to  submit 
to  Mr.  Tilton  what  Mr.  Beecher  proposed  to  do,  at  Mr.  Tilton's  solicitation. 

Q.  Was  not  Mr.  Tilton  present  when  this  paper,  as  you  call  it,  of  Mr. 
Beecher  was  read  ?    A.  No,  sir ;  he  was  not. 

Q.  It  was  not  at  that  meeting,  then  ?  A.  No,  sir;  it  was  not  at  the  meet- 
ing between  Mr.  Beecher,  Mr.  Tilton,  and  myself. 

Q.  When,  did  you  write  that  ?  A.  May  31,  1873,  I  think— Saturday 
evening,  if  my  recollection  serves  me. 

Q.  Why  didn't  you  send  for  the  original  ?  A.  I  didn^t  write  it ;  T  dictated 
it  from  memory  to  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  It  is  in  Mr.  Tilton's  handwriting  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Written  down  by  him  at  your  dictation  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Why  didn't  you  send  for  the  original  ?  A.  Because  I  went  downstairs 
to  see  Mr.  Tilton  to  tell  him  what  it  was.  Mr.  Beecher  said  he  didii't  want 
to  see  Mr.  Tilton,  and  I  went  downstairs,  knowing  about  this  letter  of  resig- 
nation, wanting  to  tell  Mr.  Tilton  what  it  was.  Mr.  Tilton  said,  **Tell  me 
what  it  is;  let  me  look  at  it."  That  is  as  near  as  I  can  recollect  the  circum- 
stances under  which  this  wa.«^  dictated  to  him. 

Q.  Mr.  Beecher,  Mr.  Tilton,  and  yourself  were  in  the  house  together?  A. 
Yes,  sir;  Mr.  Beecher  was  upstairs. 

Q.  And  the  paper  you  have  spoken  of,  was  that  there  ?    A.  Yes.  "• 

Q.  Why  didn't  you  have  it  brought  down,  and  show  it  to  Mr.  Tilton  ? 
A.  Because  I  didn't  think  it  was  necessary. 

Q.  You  thought  it  better  to  dictate  it  to  him  ?  A.  I  didn^t  go  down  for 
the  purpose  of  dictating  it. 

Q.  You  didn't  send  upstairs  for  the  original  ?     A.  No,  sir,  I  didn^. 

Q.  That  is  the  memorandum  that  you  now  speak  by,  is  it  ?  A.  Yes,  sir; 
this  is  the  memorandum  I  speak  by. 

Mr,  Evaris. — That  is  not  a  copy  of  the  paper.  It  is  a  mere  question  of 
the  witness'  memory. 

Mr.  Fullerfon. — I  think  you  misunderstood  a  question  put  by  the  counsel  on 
the  other  side.  The  question  he  put  to  you  was  this:  *'  You,  Mr.  Tilton  and 
Mr.  Beecher  were  in  the  house  together,"  to  which  you  replied:  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  don't  mean  you  were  in  the  same  room  ?    A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  Give  me  a  copy  of  the  proposed  resignation  tliat  Mr.  fieechcr  pro- 
duced there  ? 

Mr.  EtarU. — ^Your  memory  of  it. 

JuDGB  Neilson. — State  your  recollection  of  its  contents. 

Mr.  Beach, — He  can  refer  to  the  memorandum. 

The  Witness. — ^It  is  this : 

^^  I  tender  herewith  my  resignation  of  the  sacred  ministry  of  Plymouth 
Church.  I  have  stood  among  you  in  sorrow  for  two  years  in  order  to  save 
from  shame  a  certain  household ;  but  since  a  recent  publication  makes  this 
no  longer  possible,  I  now  resign  my  ministry  and  retire  to  private  life." 

Q.  That  is  as  near  as  you  can  recollect  the  original  resignation  of  Mr. 
Beecher  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  and  that  states  substantially  what  was  in  the  original 
paper. 

NINTH  DAY,  JANUARY  15,  1875. 

Judge  Neilson. — Are  the  counsel  ready  to  proceed  ? 

Mr.  Fullerion. — May  it  please  your  Honor,  we  are  somewhat  embarrassed 
this  morning  on  our  side,  by  the  absence  of  Judge  Morris — who  is  quite  ill 
and  unable  to  leave  his  bed — in  the  presentation  of  our  documents,  Judge 
Morris  having  been  very  familiar  with  them,  having  put  his  marks  upon  them 
so  that  he  could  manipulate  them  with  convenience,  and  wc  shall  have  to  ask 
your  Honoris  indulgence  a  little,  probably,  from  time  to  time,  on  account  of 
that  embarrassment. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  very  much  regret  his  illness. 

Francis  D.  Moulton  recalled,  and  the  direct  examination  resumed : 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Mr.  Moulton,  at  the  adjournment  last  night,  you  were  de- 
tailing what  occurred  after  the  publication  of  the  tripartite  agreement,  and 
had  spoken  of  the  proposed  resignation  from  Plymouth  Church,  and  of  an 
interview  which  you  had  with  Mr.  Tilton  in  your  house.  I  wnnt  to  ask  you, 
first,  whether  you  reported  the  substance  of  that  interview  with  Mr.  Tilton 
to  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  I  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  what  did  you  say  to  him  ?  A.  I  said  that  Mr.  Tilton  strongly 
objected  to  the  publicatitm  of  the  resignation,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a 
clear  statement,  in  his  opinion,  of  the  shame  of  his  wife. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Beecher  reply  to  that  ?  A.  The  reply  of  Mr.  Beecher  to 
that,  sir,  I  do  not  remember;  but  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  **  Clearly,  that  is  the 
case,  sir;  clearly,  if  the  resignation  should  be  published,  it  would  be  a  virtual 
confession  of  the  fact  of  your  relations  with  Mrs.  Tilton,  and  it  ought  not 
to  be  done." 

Q.  Did  you  communicate  to  Mr.  Beecher  anything  else  that  Mr.  Tilton 
said  ID  regard  to  that  proposed  publication  ?  A.  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr. 
Tilton  was  quite  violent;  Mr.  Tilton  said  that  he  would  shoot  Mr.  Beecher  if 
he  did  it.  I  think  that  I  mentioned  that  to  Mr.  Beecher.  That  is  what  Mr. 
Tilton  told  me,  at  all  events. 

Q.  The  publication  did  not  follow,  I  believe  ?    A.  It  did  not  follow. 

Q.  What  WHS  said  about  a  counter-statement  of  any  kind  ?    A.  I  said  to 
I.— 26 
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Mr.  Beechcr  that  I  thought  it  would  be  possible  to  frame  a  card  that  would 
cover  the  case,  and  at  all  events  there  was  between  that  time  and  Monday  to 
consider  it,  and  wo  liad  better  consider  it. 

Q.  Was  a  card  proposed  ?  A.  There  was,  on  Sunday — I  think  it  waa 
Sunday  afternoon— Sunday  evening. 

Q.  Who  proposed  the  card  ?  A.  I  had  told  Mr.  Tilton,  sir,  that  I  thought  it 
would  be  wrong  for  him  to  publish  the  letter  which  he  threatened  to  publish. 

Q.  Which  I  read  in  evidence  yesterday?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  told  him  I 
thought  he  ought  not  to  do  it.  I  thought  he  ought  to  undertake  to  find  a 
different  way,  and  he  promised  me  at  last  that  he  would  try,  and  he  did ;  and 
he  did  prepare  a  card  which  would  be  satisfactory  to  him,  which  I  submitted 
to  Mr.  Beecher  on  Sunday  night;  and  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  **I  think  that 
will  cover  the  case.''  In  the  meantime  I  had  received  a  letter  from  Mr. 
Beecher. 

Q.  Is  the  letter  now  shown  you  the  one  that  you  speak  of?  [Handing 
witncj-s  a  hotter.]     A.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  the  letter. 

Mr.  FuU^rto/i. — I  propose  to  read  it. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Is  that  from  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Mr.  Fulhrton. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  EvnrfH. — This  is  the  one  you  say  you  received  in  the  meantime  ?  A. 
I  received  it  on  the  morning  of  June  the  1st,  Sunday  morning,  while  I  was 
in  bed. 

Q.  Before  the  interview  with  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  Of  Sunday — yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — [Reading  the  letter.] 

"  Sunday  Morning,  June  1,  73. 

"  My  Dear  Frank  :  The  whole  earth  is  tranquil  and  the  heaven  is  f«er«»ne — 
as  befits  one  who  has  aliout  finished  his  world-life.  I  could  do  nothing  on  Satur- 
day— my  head  was  confused.  But  a  good  sleep  has  made  it  like  crystal.  I  Lave 
detennineil  to  make  iio  more  reaisiauce.  Theodore's  temperament  is  such,  that 
the  future,  even  if  temporarily  earned  would  be  absolutely  worth les.'^,  filled  wih 
abrupt  changes,  and  rendering  me  liable  at  any  hour  or  day  to  be  obliged  to 
stultify  all  the  devices  by  wh.  we  8av€»d  ourselves.  It  is  only  fair  that  he  should 
.  kuow  ihut  the  publication  of  the  card  which  he  proposes  would  leave  him  far 
worse  otf  than  befon\ 

'*  The  (ujTfement  was  made  after  my  letter,  thro,  you,  was  written.  He  had  had 
it  a  year.  He  had  condoned  his  wife's  fault.  He  had  enjoined  upon  me  with  the 
utmost  earnet^tuess  and  solemnity  not  to  betray  his  wife,  nor  leave  bis  children 
to  a  blight.  1  had  honestly  and  earnestly  joined  in  the  pur|»o8e.  Then,  this 
settlement  was  made,  and  signed  by  him.  It  was  not  my  making.  He  reviseil 
his  part  ho  that  it  should  wholly  suit  him,  and  signed  it.  It  stood  unquestioned 
and  unblauied  for  more  than  a  year,  l^ien  it  voas  publUlied.  Nothing  but  that. 
That  which  he  did  in  private,  when  made  public  excited  him  to  fury,  and  he 
charges  wiv.  with  making  him  appear  as  one  graciously  pardoned  by  me  !  It  was 
his  own  deliberate  act,  with  which  he  was  perfectly  content  till  others  saw  it, 
and  then  he  charges  a  grievous  wrong  home  on  me ! 

*'  My  mind  is  clear.  I  am  not  in  haste.  I  shall  write  for  the  public  a  state-, 
ment  that  will  bear  the  light  of  the  judgment-day.  God  will  take  care  of  me  and 
mine.  When  I  look  on  earth  it  is  deep  night.  When  I  look  to  the  heavens 
above  I  see  the  morning  breaking.  But,  oh  that  I  could  put  in  golden  letters  my 
deep  sense  of  your  faithful,  earnest,  undying  fidelity — your  disinterested  friend- 
ship !  Your  noble  wife,  too,  has  been  to  me  one  of  God's  comforters.  It  is  such 
as  she  that  renews  a  waning  faith  in  womanhood.  Now,  Frank,  I  would  not 
have  you  waste  any  more  energy  on  a  hopeless  task.     With  such  a  man  as  T.  T. 
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11  ere  is  no  pcBHiLle  salvation  fop  any  that  depend  upon  him.  With  a  ptrong 
n«iture,  he  doea  not  know  how  to  jrovern  it.  With  generous  impulses,  theunder- 
3jrrent  that  rules  him  is  self.  With  ardent  aft'ectiona,  he  can  not  love  long  that 
wh.  doeH  not  repay  him  with  admiration  and  ))raise.  With  a  strong  theatric 
nature,  he  Is  constantly  imposed  upon  with  the  idea  that  a  position — a  great  stroke 
— a  cofip  iVitat  is  the  way  to  success. 

"  Pesides  these  he  has  a  hundred  good  things  about  him,  but  these  named 
traits  make  him  absolutely  unreliable, 

"  Tlierefore,  there  is  no  use  in  further  trying.  I  have  a  strong  feeling  upon 
DIP,  and  it  brings  grf'st  peace  with  it,  that  I  am  spending  my  list  Sunday  and 
preaching  my  last  sermon. 

**  Dear  good  God — I  thank  thee — I  am  indeed  beginning  to  see  rest  and 
triumph.  The  pain  of  life  is  but  a  moment,  the  ^lory,  of  everlasting  emancipa- 
tion is  worldless,  inconceivable,  full  of  beckoning  glory.  Oh  my  beloved  Frank 
— I  shall  know  you  there — and  forever  hold  fellowship  with  you,  and  look  back 
and  smile  at  the  past.  Your  loving 

H.  W.  B." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  26."] 

Q.  What  time  in  the  day  did  you  receive  that  letter  ?  A.  In  the  morning, 
sir. 

Q.  Did  you  see  another  letter  written  on  that  day  by  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A. 
This  letter  was  inclosed  in  a  letter  to  my  wife,  I  believe. 

Q.  Did  you  see  the  letter  addressed  to  your  wife  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  have  seen 
it.     I  saw  it  then,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Fullsrton, — I  will  not  produce  it  now.  You  have  spoken  of  a  card  which 
was  prepared  at  the  time.  Look  at  the  paper  now  shown  you  and  say  whether 
it  is  the  <me.  [Handing  witnrss  a  paper.  J  Was  the  card  published  ?  A.  There 
was  a  card  published;  yes,  sir;  substantially  the  card  wiiich  we  considered 
that  night ;  some  alteration  from  it — some  alteration  qf  it,  rather. 

Q.  Under  what  circumstances  did  tlie  alteration  take  place  ?  A.  Mr. 
Beecher  said  to  me  that  he  thought  there  were  some  words  or  phrases  that 
might  be  left  out  judiciously,  and  they  were  left  out. 

Q.  And  then  published  ?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  After  the  emendations  that  you  speak  of  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Look  at  that  paper,  and  say  whether  that  is  the  card  ?  [Handing  wit- 
ness a  printed  paper.] 

Mr.  EwirU, — Is  that  the  printed  paper  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Yes,  sir.  i« 

Mr.  Evarti. — Haven't  you  the  original  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — That  is  the  original. 

Mr,  Evart9. — No ;  I  understand  Mr.  Tilton  wrote  a  card. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — Where  is  the  card  that  was  written,  do  you  know?  A. 
I  saw  it  a  few  days  ago  in  Mr.  Tiltou'S  posscssi(m. 

Mr.  FuUerton.— \To  Mr,  Tilton.]     Well,  let  me  have  that. 

Mr.  Tilton. — I  think  Mr.  Moulton  has  it. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — ^I'hat  is  one  of  the  embarrassments  growing  out  of  Judge 
Horns'  unfortunate  illness.     I  will  produce  it  before  I  get  through. 

Mr.  Evarti. — Well,  I  would  like  it  now. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — ^Perhaps  you  would  like  it,  because  we  haven't  got  it. 

Mr.  Etarts. — No,  you  have  got  it;  the  witness  says  you  have. 

The  Wit  new. — I  say  I  saw  it. 
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Mr.  EvnrU. — We  would  not  like  to  have  this  evidence  go  on  without  that 
paper. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — I  can  read  it  from  the  newspaper,  and  substitute  the 
original,  if  that  will  answer  your  purpose. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  can  do  that  by  consent,  sir,  if  the  counsel  conaent 
to  it. 

Mr.  FuUerton.— Th\3  is  the  original  of  the  card  that  was  published. 

Mr.  EtarU. — Oh,  well,  you  have  not  proved  that. 

Mr.  Beach  — I  think  we  have. 

Mr.  EcarU. — It  is  a  part  of  the  matter,  no  doubt;  but  Mr.  Til  ton  wrote  a 
card  which  was  the  very  matter  that  was  proposed  to  Mr.  Beecher's  considera- 
tion, and  was  the  topic  of  conversation,  and  some  changes  being  made 
between  the  parties  there,  it  was  afterwards  published.  Now,  we  want  the 
transaction  as  it  occurred. 

Mr.  Beach. — "We  proposed  just  now  to  produce  the  card  as  amended  by 
Mr.  Beecher,  and  published.     "When  we  find  the  other,  we  will  produce  that. 

Judge  Neilson. — Won't  that  be  satisfactory,  sir  ?  If  the  other  is  not 
found,  it  is  to  be  stricken  out  or  reconsidered. 

Mr.  EcartM. — Well,  I  do  not  want  to  accumulate  too  many  instances  of 
that  kind.     We  have  one  lying  over. 

Judge  Neilson. — Will  you  hold  that  in  reserve? 

Mr.  Btiich. — We  are  under  no  obligation  to  produce  the  one  that  was 
originally  drawn  and  amended  by  Mr.  Beecher ;  still,  we  are  willing,  and 
intend  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Emrts. — That  is  another  matter. 

Jddge  Neilson. — It  is  proper  that  it  should  be  produced,  undoubtedly 

Mr.  Ecarts. — Yes,  sir,  I  think  so. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Shall  I  read  the  one  that  was  published  ? 

Mr.  Ecart.i. — Are  we  to  have  the  other  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton. — It  is  not  here. 

The  Witue^H. — It  was  not  published  from  the  manuscript  that  Mr.  Tilton 
furnished,  sir. 

Mr.  Emrtii. — No;  I  understand  that. 

Judge  Neilson. — There  was  a  copy  sent  to  the  printer. 

The  Witness.— ^Ir.  Beecher  made  a  letter  himself,  sir,  acting  upon  the  idea 
of  Mr.  Tilton's  proposed  card. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  paper  you  will  produce  when  you  can  find  it. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Yes,  sir.     [Reading  the  card  from  the  newspaper.] 
"To  the  Editor  of  the  Brooklyn  Eagle.  "  June  2,  1873. 

"  Dear  Sir  :  1  have  maintained  silence  respecting  the  slanders  which  havo 
for  some  time  pnst  followed  me.  1  should  not  speak  now,  but  for  the  sake  of 
relieving  another  of  unjust  imputation.  The  document  that  was  recently  pub- 
lished, bearing  my  name,  with  others,  was  published  without  consultation, 
either  with  me  or  with  Mr.  Tilton,  nor  with  any  authorization  from  us.  If  that 
document  should  lead  the  public  to  regard  Theodore  Tilton  as  the  author  of  the 
calumnies  to  which  it  alludes,  it  will  do  him  great  injustice.  I  am  unwilling 
that  he  should  even  seem  to  be  responsible  for  injurious  statements  whose  force 
was  derived  wholly  from  others.  H.  W.  Bbbchur." 

[Marked  "  Exhibit  :^o.  27."] 
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Q.  What  was  the  **documeDt  recently  published  "  ?  A.  The  **  Tripartite 
Covenant." 

Q.  This  card  that  you  now  speak  of,  as  I  understand  you,  was  prepared  and 
published  after  the  proposed  resignation  from  the  ministry  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  next  day,  was  it  not  ?  A.  Published  on  June  the  2d,  sir — ^Monday, 
June  the  2d. 

Q.  Now,  was  there  another  card  published  soon  after  that  ?  A.  Yes,  sir; 
there  was  a  card  published  after  that. 

Q.  State  the  circumstances  under  which  that  card  was  prepared  ?  A. 
What  card  do  you  refer  to,  sir  ? 

Q.  The  second  card  of  Mr.  Beecher,  following  June  2d  ?  A.  There  was 
the  card  that  I  have  in  mind  now,  sir,  that  I  am  referring  to,  if  you  will  allow 
me  to  speak  of  that. 

Q.  Yes,  sir.  A.  It  was  the  card  with  reference  to  the  visit  of  Mr.  Bow  en 
to  Mrs.  Woodhull. 

Q.  That  is  the  one,  sir;  you  are  right.  Now,  tell  the  circumstances  under 
^hich  it  was  prepared,  and  the  circumstances  which  led  to  its  preparation, 
us  you  learned  them  from  Mr.  Beecher.  A.  There  was  an  account  in  the 
paper  of  Mr.  Bo  wen  and  Mr.  Claflin  visiting  Mrs.  Woodhull  together,  for  the 
purpose  of  getting  evidence. 

Mr,  Emrts. — What  is  the  object  of  this  ? 

Mr,  FulUrUm, — ^It  is  only  introductory,  sir,  to  the  meeting  with  Mr. 
Beecher. 

The  Witness. — And  this  account  in  the  paper  of  the  visit  of  Mr.  Bowen  ahd 
Mr.  Claflin  to  Mrs.  Woodhull's,  for  the  sake  of  getting  evidence  against  Mr. 
Beecher,  I  thought  rather  serious ;  and  I  saw  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  it,  and 
I  said  to  him,  ^*I  think,  Mr.  Beecher,  we  can  make  very  short  work  of  such 
business;  I  think,  and  you  think,  that  Mr.  Bowen  has  not  any  evidence  in 
his  possession  against  you,  and  we  better  publish  a  card  in  The  Eagle^  calling 
upon  anybody  with  any  papers  or  evidences  against  you  to  produce  them ;  *' 
and  Mr.  Beecher  prepared  a  card  with  reference  to  that  matter,  which  met 
with  my  approval,  and  I  took  it  down  to  The  Eagle  office. 

Q.  Look  at  the  paper  now  shown  you,  and  say  if  it  is  the  card  that  you 
speak  of  ?  [Handing  witness  a  card.]  A.  This  is  the  card  as  it  was  pre- 
pared; yes,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — ^I  propose  to  read  it.  Go  on  and  finish  the  narration.  A. 
Mr.  Beecher  was  out  of  town,  or  was  going  out  of  town,  upon  the 'day  that  I 
saw  Mr.  Kinsella,  of  The  Brooklyn  Eagle ^  and  Mr.  Kinsella  himself  altered  the 
phraseology  somewhat,  and  we  jointly  took  the  responsibility  of  printing  it 
with  the  alterations ;  and  I  saw  Mr.  Beecher  subsequently,  and  he  said  that 
he  approved  of  the  alterations,  and  thanked  me  for  my  kind  offices  in  the  mat- 
ter; and  Mr.  Beecher  said  to  me,  furthermore,  **0f  course  Mr.  Tilton  won*t 
produce  any  documents."  **Well,"  I  said,  **of  course  he  won't;  he  hasn't 
got  any  that  I  know  of,  original  documents,  to  produce,  and  of  course  I  won't." 

Mr,  Evarts, — What  conversation  is  this  ?  A.  The  conversation  with  Mr. 
Beecher,  Mr.  Evarts. 

Q.  At  what  interview  ?    A.  At  the  interview,  at  t1)e  preparation  of  this  card. 
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Q.  When  that  paper  was  there  ?    A.  Yes ;  certainly. 
Mr.  FuUerton. — The  proposed  card  reads  as  follows  : 

••  Brooklyn,  June,  1873. 

*'  I  have  seen  in  ihe  morning  papers  that  application  has  been  made  to  Mrs. 
Victoria  Woodhull  for  certain  letters  of  mine,  supposed  to  contain  information 
respecting  certain  infamous  stories  against  me.  She  has  two  business  letters, 
one  declining  an  invitation  to  a  sutlVage  meeting,  and  Ibe  other  declining  to  give 
her  a^isistance  solicited.  Thetse,  and  all  letters  of  mine  in  the  hands  of  any 
other  persons,  tbev  have  my  cordial  consent  to  publish.  I  will  only  add,  in  this 
connection,  that  the  tissue  of  stories  and  rumors  which  have,  for  a  time,  been 
circulated  about  me,  are  grossly  untrue^  and  I  stamp  them,  in  general  and  in 
particular,  as  utterly  false." 

[Marked  "  Exhibit  No.  28."] 

Q.  In  whose  handwriting  is  the  interlineation  in  that  card  that  I  have  just 
read,  or  proposed  card  ?    A.  .Mr.  Beccher's. 

Q.  The  erasures^— do  you  know  anything  of  them  ?  A.  They  were  made 
by  Mr.  Beeehor. 

Mf.  Ecarts.  -I  understand,  Mr.  Moulton,  that  that  paper  as  it  reads,  omit- 
ting what  is  erased  and  reading  that  pencil  interlineation,  is  as  it  came  from 
Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  precisely  the  paper  which  I  took  to  The 
Brooklyn  Eagle  office. 

Q.  And  the  alterations  there  made  were  not  made  on  this  paper  ?  A,  No, 
sir;  I  have  a  copy  of  the  article  as  Mr.  Kinsella  changed  it,  and  wrote  it  io 
pencil. 

Mr.  FulUrtoh. — It  has  just  been  shown  to  you,  has  it  not,  in  print  ?  A, 
Yes,  sir;  that  is  the  article. 

Mr.  Fullcrton. — I  now  read  the  card  as  amended  and  published. 

T/te  Witness. — There  is  omitted,  sir,  from  that  lead  pencil  memoranda  of  mine 
some  of  the  sentences  that  occur  in  the  original  letter.     I  did  it  to  save  time. 

Mr.  Fulltrton. — [Reading.] 

'*  To  the  Editor  of  the  Brooklyn  Eagle  : 

'•  Sir — In  a  long  and  active  life  in  Brooklyn,  it  has  rarely  happened  that 
The  Eagle  and  myself  have  been  in  accord  on  questions  of  common  concern  to 
our  fellow  citizens.  I  am  for  this  reason  compelled  to  acknowledge  the  unso- 
licited c(mfidence  and  regard  of  which  the  columns  of  The  Eagle  of  late  bear 
testimony.  I  have  just  returned  to  the  city  to  learn  that  application  has  been 
mac'e  to  Mrs.  V^ictoria  Woodhull  for  letters  of  mine  supposed  to  contain  informa- 
tion respecting  certain  infamous  stories  against  me." 

Mr.  Fallerton. — I  think  there  is  some  misapprehension  about  this.  I 
shall  have  to  ask  the  witness  whether  that  part  of  it  in  parenthesis  was  pub- 
lished ?     [Handing  witness  the  book.]  *    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  That  was  not  published  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Then  I  am  to  read  it  without  the  parenthesis  ?  A.  Without  the  paren- 
thesis. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Haven't  you  got  the  very  pubh'cation  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — It  does  not  seem  to  be  here. 

Mr.  Evarts. — The  newspaper  itself;  that  will  show. 

*  The  book  referred  to  here  and  several  times  subsequently  in  the  course  of 
the  trial,  is  the  ])amphlet  containing  the  "statements  "  of  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr. 
Moulton.  and  other  papern  relating  to  the  affair,  entitled :  "  The  Great  Brooklyn 
Romance :"  J.  II.  Paxtou,  New  York. 
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Mr,  FuUerion, — It  is  not  here. 

The  Witness^ — I  can  tell  you  for  what  purpose  those  parentheses  were  in- 
troduced. 

Mr.  Evarts, — Well,  that  is  no  matter. 

Mr.  FullerUm, — Not  at  present. 

Mr,  Etarts. — If  your  Honor  please,  there  is  some  danger  of  getting  into 
a  little  confusion  and  doing  injustice,  perhaps,  to  one  side  or  the  other.  The 
direct  and  satisfactory  evidence  of  what  was  published  in  The  Ea^le  would 
Im*,  of  course,  the  production  of  the  newspaper,  and  then  we  could  all  see 
for  ourselves  what  it  was.  I  had  supposed  this  printed  letter  or  note,  which 
we  are  all  familiar  A%ith,  was  what  was  published  in  The  Etgle,  but  it  seems 
that  we  can  not  trust  it  for  that — that  as  Mr.  Moulton  says  it  is  not  the  same ; 
therefore,  if  they  could  give  us  the  copy  of  The  Eagle^  we  should  be  glud, 
and  then  we  could  tee. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  would  be  better,  no  doubt,  sir. 

Mr.  EtitrU, — Otherwise  there  may  be  some  confusion. 

Mr.  FuUtrtan. — I  will  defer  this  branch  of  the  case  until  we  get  a  copy  of 
Tlie  Booklyn  Efigle.  Probably  it  would  be  well  to  strike  out  what  was  read 
from  the  card. 

Judge  Neilson. — From  the  printed  card  ? 

Mr.  Fullertor. — From  the  printed  card;  when  it  is  produced  it  will  all  go 
in  together. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir,  it  may  as  well.* 

Mr.  F'dUrton, — I  call  your  attention  now  to  the  25th  of  June,  or  to  an 
occuuen  je  that  took  place  about  that  time.  Do  you  recollect  anything  that 
occurTv  u  in  reference  to  Mr.  West  ?  A.  I  believe  Mr.  West  preferred  charges 
against  Mr.  Tilton. 

(1)  t  Mr.  Evarts. — Well,  what  occurred  with  you  ?    I  suppose A.  Mr. 

Tilton  brought  around  to  my  house  the  charges  of  Mr.  West  about  that  time. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — Look  at  the  paper  now  shown  you,  and  say  whether  it 
contains  the  charges  thus  produced  to  you  by  Mr.  Tilton  ? 

Mr.  Evarts. — Does  he  name  that  as  the  paper  that  was  produced  ? 

Mr.  FulUrton. — ^I  say  that. 

Mr.  Ecarta. — I  assume  you  are  going  to  connect  it. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Oh  !  certainly. 

The  Witness. — Yes,  sir;  that  is  the  paper. 

Q.  State  whether  you  showed  those  charges  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  don't 
remember  that  I  did. 

Q.  How  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  I  showed  them  to  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with  him  in  regard  to  it  ?  A.  Yes,  sir; 
I  had  conversation  with  him  in  regard  to  it. 

Q.  What  was  that  conversation  ?  A.  He  said  that  the  whole  matter  had 
better  go  over  until  Fall,  and  in  the  meantime,  during  the  vacation,  I  thought 
we  could  get  along  with  that  subject — ^try  to  find  a  way.  I  told  him  I  should 
recommend 

*  The  card  was  afterwards  put  in  evidence  as  "  Exhibit  55."    See  p.  468,  post. 
f  Passage  from  (I)  to  (2)  afterward  read.     See  p.  474»  past. 
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Mr.  EtxirU. — I  amlerstand  that  this  is  one  of  the  papers  that  Mr.  Tilton 
brought  you ;  these  very  papers  ?  A.  Those  are  the  papers ;  Ihat  is,  as  I  re- 
member. 

Q.  You  showed  them  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  don't  know  that  I  showed 
them  to  him;  no,  sir. 

Q.  But  you  spoke  to  him  about  the  papers  Mr.  Tilton  bad  brought  yon  ? 
A.  I  spoke  to  him  about  Mr.  "West's  charges. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — Did  you  state  to  him  the  substance  of  the  charges  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir,  I  told  him  ;  I  had  a  full  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher  about  it. 

Mr,  EvarU, — ^Tlicy  don't  seem  to  have  been  shown  to  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Mr,  FuUerton, — Did  you  state  the  substance  of  the  charges  to  Mr.  Beecher? 
A.  Yes,  sir;  I  did,  certainly;  I  have  answered  that. 

Q.  And  what  was  said  by  him  in  reply  ?  A.  Why,  he  hoped  that  he 
would  be  able  to  find  a  way  to  get  over  that  matter  during  the  summer. 

Q.  And  what  was  proposed  ?  A.  I  proposed  that  Mr.  Tilton  should — or  I 
said  that  Mr.  Tilton  proposed  to  me  that  he  should  write  a  letter  saying  that 
he  declined,  on  the  ground  of  non-membership.  (2) 

Q.  Of  Plymouth  Church  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  non-membership^that  he  would 
decline,  on  the  ground  of  non-membership,  an  investigation ;  I  thought  that 
was  the  way  out. 

Mr,  Evnrts, — Well,  I  understood  you  to  say  that  it  was  Mr.  Tilton  sug- 
gested— did  I  understand  you  to  say  that  Mr.  Tilton  suggested  that  as  a  way 
of  escape  from  the  dilemma  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  Mr.  Tilton  said  so. 

Mr,  Beach. — That  he  should  write  a  letter  declining  ?  A.  Yea,  sir;  he 
was  willing  to  do  that.  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Tilton  would  be  willing 
to  write  a  letter  stating  that  he  would  decline  an  investigation,  on  the  ground 
of  non-membership. 

Mr,  Ecarts. — You  said  that  because  Mr.  Tilton  had  told  you  so  ?  A.  Yea, 
sir;  certainly. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — I  read  the  charges  in  evidence: 

"Brooklyn,  Oct.  16th,  1878. 
"  Mr.  Tueodore  Tilton. 

'*  Dear  Sir:  At  a  meeting  of  the  Examining  Committee  of  Plymouth 
Church  held  this  evening  the  Clerk  of  the  Commitiee  was  instructed  to  forward 
to  you  a  copy  of  the  complaint  and  speciiic/ations  made  against  you  by  Mr.  Wm. 
F.  West  and  was  requested  to  notify  you  that  any  answer  to  the  charges  that 
you  may  desire  to  offer  to  the  Committee  may  be  sent  to  the  Clerk  on  or  before 
Thursday,  Oct.  23rd.  1873.  Enclosed  I  hand  you  a  copy  of  the  charges  and 
specifications  referred  to. 

Yours,  very  respectfully,  D.  W.  Tallmadge,  Clerk. 

393,  Bridge.8t. 

"  Copy  of  the  C/iarges  and  Spedfleatione  made  hy  Wm,  F.  Wc$t  against  Theodore 

Tilton. 
**  I  charge  Theodore  Tilton,  a  member  of  this  church,  with  having  circulated 
and  promoted  scandals,  derogatory  to  the  Christian  integrity  of  our  pastor  and 
injurious  to  the  reputation  of  this  church. 

*'  SPECIFICATIONS. 

**  1st :  In  an  interview  between  Theodore  Tilton  and  Rev.  E.  L.  L.  Taylor, 
D.D.,  at  the  office  of  Tfie  Brooklyn  Union,  in  the  spring  of  1871,  the  said 
Theodore  Tilton  stated  that  the  Rev.  Henry  Ward  Beecher  preached  to  aeveral 
(seven  or  eight)  of  his  mistresses  every  Sunday  evening.     Upon  being  rebuked 
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by  Dr.  Taylor,  he  reiterated  the  charge  and  said  that  he  would  make  it  in  Mr. 
Beecher's  preRence  if  desired. 

"  Witness  :  Rev.  E.  L.  L.  Taylor,  D.D. 

"  2nd:  In  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Andrew  Bradshaw  at  his  residence  in  the 
latter  part  of  November  1872,  Tlieodore  Tilton  requested  Mr.  Bradshaw  not  to 
rep<*at  certain  statements  which  had  previously  been  made  to  him  by  Mr.  Tilton, 
adding  that  he  retracted  none  of  the  ac<!URations  which  he  had  formerly  made 
against  Mr.  Beecher,  bat  that  he  wished  to  hush  the  scandal  on  Mr.  Beecher's 
account,  that  Mr.  Beecher  was  a  bad  man  and  uot  a  safe  person  to  be  allowed  to 
enter  the  families  of  his  church  that  if  this  scandal  ever  were  cleared  np,he 
(Mr.  Tilton)  would  be  the  only  one  of  tlie  three  involved  who  would  be  unhurt 
by  it,  and  that  he  was  silently  suffering  now  for  Mr.  Beecher's  sake. 

••  Witness:  Andrrw  Bradshaw. 

"  3rd :  At  an  interview  witli  Mrs.  Andrew  Bradshaw,  in  Thompson's  dining- 
rooms  in  Clinton-street  on  or  about  the  3d  day  of  August,  1870,  Theodore  Tilton 
stated  that  he  had  disc/)vered  that  a  criminal  intimacy  existed  between  his  wife 
and  Mr.  Beecher.  Afterward,  in  November  1872,  referring  to  the  above  conver- 
satitm,  Mr.  Tilton  said  to  Mrt'.  Bradshaw  that  he  retracted  none  of  the  accusa- 
tions which  he  had  formerly  made  against  Mr.  Beecher. 

'*  Witness  :  Mrs.  Andrew  Bradshaw." 

[Two  pai)ers  attached  and  each  marked  as  "  Exhibit  No.  29.'*] 

Mr,  Full^ton. — State  whether  any  reply  to  this  letter  of  Mr.  Tallmadge 
WES  prepared  ?    A.  I  think  there  was,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  by  whom  ?   A.  I  think  that  the  letter  was  prepared  by  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Beecher  consulted  in  regard  to  it  ?  A.  I  think  I  saw  Mr. 
Beecher  with  regard  to  it  ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  It  was  published,  wasn't  it  ?    A.  It  was  published ;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarts. — You  mean  to  say  that  you  did  see  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  Yes, 
air;  that  is  my  recollection,  that  I  saw  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — [Addressing  defendant's  counsel.]  Gentlemen,  that  is 
embraced  in  our  notice  to  produce.  [Showing  Mr.  Evarts  a  paper.]  Ply- 
mouth Church  had  it. 

Mr,  Evarts, — Yes,  but  Plymouth  Church  is  not  the  defendant. 

Mr,  Fnllerton, — I  thought  it  was  so  considered — by  the  church,  at  all  events. 

Mr.  Ecarti. — No;  we  have  never  thought  either  Plymouth  Church  or  the 
Christian  religion  was  defendant  here. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  has  been  my  view  of  the  case. 

Mr,  Full^ton. — Well,  perhaps  not. 

Mr,  Evarts, — A  notice  to  produce  papers  that  belonged  to  Mr.  Beecher  to 
haye,  of  course  we  shall  meet.  But  a  notice  to  produce  papers  that,  on  the 
Tery  face  of  them,  are  in  the  archives  of  Plymouth  Church  is  not  a  notice  to 
the  defendant  to  produce  papers  in  his  possession. 

JuDOK  Neilson. — ^It  has  no  force  or  effect. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Well,  sir,  we  shall  produce — ^get  the  paper  in  court  some  way. 

Mr,  Evarts, — You  can  very  easily.     Mr.  Tallmadge  can  be  subpoenaed. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — I  call  your  attention  to  something  that  occurred  in  Octo- 
ber, 1873,  growing  out  of  a  publication  in  The  New  Y<yrh  Sun,  without  stating 
what  it  was.     A.  Growing  out  of  a  publication  in  The  New  York  Sun  f 

Q.  Yes,  air;  on  the  subject  of  expelling  Mr.  Tilton  from  Plymouth  Church. 
Do  you  recollect  an  interview  in  regard  to  that  subject  ?  A..  I  don't  remem- 
ber that 
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Q.  Do  you  recollect  that  Mr.  Beccher  was  Si?nt  for,  and  considered  at  your 
house,  in  connection  with  Mr.  Tilton,  this  proposed  action  of  Plymouth 
Church  in  regard  to  the  membership  of  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  I  remember  that 
there  was  to  be  a  meeting  at  Plymouth  Church  in  October.  I  don't  remember 
the  extract  from  The  Sun  ;  whether  it  was  in  October,  1878,  or  not,  I  don't 
remember;  but  there  was  to  be  a  meeting  at  Plymouth  Church,  in  which  the 
charges  against  Mr.  Beecher  were  to  be  considered. 

Q.  Against  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  Against  Mr.  Tilton,  that  is,  were  to  be  con- 
sidered ;  I  had  an  interview  with  Mr.  Beecher  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Tilton, 
I  think,  concerning  what  was  to  be  done  at  that  meeting. 

Q.  Now  state  what  that  interview  was,  please  ?  A.  An  understanding — ^I 
said  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  I  thought  that  the  proper  way  out  of  it  was  simply  to 
drop  Mr.  Tilton^s  name  from  the  roll  of  the  church,  and  Mr.  Beecher  agreed 
to  that;  tliat  is  as  I  remember  the 

Q.  Well,  how  would  that  prevent  any  action  ? 

Mr,  Evarts. — Oh  !  well,  that  is  not  proper. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — What  was  said  upon  that  subject  ?  A.  That  his  not  being 
a  member  of  the  church,  I  said — if  he  was  not  a  member  of  the  church,  the 
charges  against  him  could  not  be  investigated,  and  consequently  there  could 
not  be  any  exposure  of  the  facts  in  the  case  as  between  himself  and  Mrs. 
Tilton. 

Q.  A  few  moments  ago  you  spoke  of  a  proposed  letter  by  Mr.  Tilton,  in 
which  he  should  decline  the  trial  at  Plymouth  Church,  on  the  ground  of  non- 
membership?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  such  a  letter  was  written,  or  not  ?  A.  I  think 
it  was  written ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  go  to  Plymouth  Church  that  night  ?  A.  I  did  not,  but  I  had 
a  conversation  with  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  Did  you  have  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  the  action 
of  Plymouth  Church  that  night  ?  A.  I  had  a  conversation ;  I  have  repeated 
it;  yes,  and  agreed  with  Mr.  Beecher  as  to  what  the  course  should  be,  in  the 
presence  of  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  No,  I  am  speaking  of  what  occurred  at  Plymouth  Church  that  night  ? 
A,  Oh!  no;  I  was  not  at  Plymouth  Church  that  night. 

Q.  Did  you  have  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher  as  to  what  did  occur? 
A.  Afterwards;  yes,  sir;  with  Mr.  Beecher  afterwards. 

Q.  Now,  let  us  see  what  that  conversation  was  ?  A.  He  said  that  Mr. 
Tilton  had  come  down  there — told  me  the  circumstances;  he  said  that  Mr. 
Tilton  had  come  down  to  the  church,  and  had  said  in  the  presence  of  the  con- 
gregation that  if  he  had  slandered  his  pastor,  he  was  there  to  answer  for  it, 
and  Mr.  Beecher  said,  *  I  made  to  him  as  full  and  generous  a  reply  as  I  knew 
how  to  make."    That  is  the  substance  of  what 

Q.  How  long  was  that  after  the  meeting  at  Plymouth  Church  ?  A.  Not 
very  long  after;  I  don't  remember  how  long. 

Q.  Well,  was  it  within  a  few  days  ?  A.  Within  a  few  days ;  I  should 
say  within  a  day  or  two. 

Q.  Now  the  next  event  in  the  order  of  time  that  I  want  to  call  your  atten- 
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tion  to  was  the  proposed  Council  of  the  Church.     Do  you  recollect  that  t    A. 
I  recollect  that  there  was  to  be  a  Coancil  of  churches. 

Q.  And  did  you  have  an  interview  with  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  it  f    A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  State  what  occurred  ?  A.  Mr.  Beecher  did  not  want — Mr.  Beecher 
said  he  did  not  want  Theodore  to  take  any  part  in  that  Council ;  that  if  he 
could  maintain  silence — not  utter  a  word — until  after  the  dissolution  of  the 
Council — that  if  that  could  be  bridged  over,  he  thought  everything  would  be 
aafe;  that  is  substantially  w^hat  £  remember  about  it. 

Q.  Did  he  speak  of  Dr.  Storrs  in  that  conversation  ?     A.  After  Dr.  Storrs 
had  made  a  speech  before  the  Council.  I  received  from  him  a  letter  concern 
ing  Dr.  Storrs'  speech;  I  had  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  sir,  that  I  understood  that 
Dr.  Storrs  would  consider  it  necessary  to  be  severe 

Mr,  Evarts, — Well,  this  is  not  drawn  out  by  any  question. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Yes;  it  is  drawn  out  by  a  question.  I  asked  him  whether, 
in  that  interview,  he  said  anytliing  in  regard  to  Dr.  Storrs. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Whether  Mr.  Beecher  did  ? 

Mr.  FulUrton. — Yes. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — Well,  how  is  that  material  ? 

Mr.  FaUerton. — That  will  appear  after  it  comes  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Erarts, — Oh  !  yes;  but  on  the  face  of  the  matter  it  is  immaterial. 

Mr.  FvUerton. — It  was  in  connection  with  this  Church  Council. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  we  will  have  to  take  it,  and  see  whether  it  is. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — Go  on  and  state,  if  you  please,  what  he  said  in  regard  to 
it.  A.  Yes,  sir;  that  Dr.  Storrs  intended  to  be  severe  on  Mr.  Tilton,  and  I 
told  Mr.  Beecher  that  I  did  not  think  that  would  be  a  proper  c»)urse  for  Dr. 
Storrs  to  pursue;  that  I  thought  it  was  not  ingenuous  for  him  to  do  it. 

Q.  Go  on  and  finish  the  conversation.  A.  And  he  said  he  thought  it 
would  not  be  right  for  Dr.  Storrs  to  do  it;  that  is,  before  the  speech  of  Dr. 
Storrs  was  made,  sir,  now  that  I  am  speaking  of;  then  Dr.  Storrs  made  his 
speech,  and  followed  tlie  letter. 

Q.  Look  at  the  letter  which  I  show  you  now,  and  see  in  whose  handwrit- 
ing it  is  ?    A.  Mr.  Beecher's  handwriting.    Is  that  all  you  want  to  know  ? 

Q.  Letter  written  to  yon  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  receive  it  about  the  time  of  its  date  ?    A.  I  did. 

[Letter  submitted  to  defendant's  counsel.] 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Have  you  any  objection  to  it,  gentlemen  ? 

Mr,  Evarts. — I  suppose  not. 

Confidential. 

"Mt  Dear  Frank:  I  am  indignant  beyond  expression.  Storrs's  coarse  has 
been  an  unspeakable  outrage,  .\fter  his  pretended  sympathy  and  friendship  for 
Theodore  be  has  turned  against  him  in  the  most  venomous  manner — and  it  is  not 
sincere.  His  profeAsions  of  faith  and  affection  for  me  are  hollow  and  faithless. 
They  are  merely  tactical.  His  object  is  plain.  He  is  determined  to  force  a  con- 
flict, and  to  use  onti  of  as  to  destroy  the  other  if  possible.  That  ih  his  game.  By 
Htin^rin^  Theodore  he  believes  that  he  will  be  driven  into  a  course  which,  he 
hopes,  will  ruin  me.  If  ever  a  man  betrayed  another.  1  am  in  hopes  that 
Theodore  who  has  borne  so  much,  will  be  unwilling  to  be  a  flail  in  Storrs's  hand 
to  strike  at  a  friend.  There  are  one  or  two  reasons,  emphatic,  for  waUing  until 
the  end  of  the  Coancil  before  taking  any  action. 
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"  1.  That  the  attack  on  Ply.  Church  and  the  threats  against  Congregational irnn, 
were  so  violent,  that  the  public  mind  is  likelj  to  be  absorbed  in  the  ecclesiastical 
elements,  and  not  in  the  personal. 

"2.  If  Plymouth  Church  is  dUfeUaiosIiiped,  it  will  constitute  a  blow  at  me 
and  the  cJiurch, — far  severer  than  at  him. 

*'3.  That  if  Council  does  not  dUfellowship  Plymouth  Church,  then,  un- 
doubtedly Storrs  will  fro  off  into  Presbyterian  ism,  as  he  almost  without  disgaise, 
threatened  in  his  speech,  and  in  that  case,  the  emphasis  will  be  there. 

*'  4.  At  any  rate,  while  the  fury  rages  in  Council,  it  is  not  wise  to  make  any 
move  that  would  be  one  among  so  many,  as  to  lose  effect  in  a  degree  and  after 
the  battle  is  over  one  can  more  exactly  see  what  ought  to  be  done.  Meantime  I 
am  patient,  as  I  know  how  to  be,  but  pretty  nearly  used  up  with  inward  excite- 
ment and  must  run  away  for  a  day  or  two  and  hide  and  sleep,  or  there  will  be  a 
funeral.  Cordially  and  trustingly  yours, 

H.  W.  B. 

"March  25,  1874. 

•*  No  one  can  tell  under  first  impressions  what  the  effect  of  such  a  speech  will 
be.    //  ought  to  damn  Storrs." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  30."] 

Q.  There  is  another  letter  Mr.  Monlton  [handing  letter  to  witness],  which 
you  will  please  look  at  and  say  in  whose  handwriting  it  is  ?  A.  In  the  hand- 
writing  of  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  To  whom  is  it  addressed  ?     A.  To  me. 

Q.  Did  you  receive  it  about  the  time  of  its  date  ?    A.  I  did ;  yes,  sin 

Mr.  Fullerton. — ^I  read  it  in  evidence. 

*'  Sunday  Night,  March  29, 1874. 

"  My  De.\k  Frank  :  Is  there  to  be  no  end  of  trouble  ?  Is  wave  to  follow 
wave  in  endless  succession  ?  I  was  cut  to  the  heart  when  C.  showed  me  that 
shameful  paragraph  from  The  Union.  Its  cruelty  is  beyond  description.  I 
felt  like  lying  down  and  saying,  '  I  am  tired — tired — tired  of  living,  or  of  try- 
ing to  resist  the  devil  of  mischief.*  I  would  rather  have  had  a  javelin  launched 
against  me,  a  hundred  times,  than  against  those  that  have  suffered  so  much. 
The  shameful  indelicacy  of  bringing  the  most  sacred  relations  into  such  publi- 
city, fills  me  with  horror. 

*'  But,  there  are  some  slight  alleviations.  The  paragraph  came  when  the 
public  mind  was  engaged  with  the  council  and  with  Theodore's  letters.  I  hope 
it  will  pass  without  further  notice.  If  it  is  not  taken  up  by  other  papeis  it  will 
sink  out  of  sight  and  be  forgotten  ;  whereas  if  it  be  at«ailed  it  may  give  it  a 
conspicuity  that  it  would  never  have  had.  But,  I  shall  write  Shearman  a  letter, 
and  give  him  my  full  feeling  about  it.  I  must  again  as  I  have  heretofore  been 
indebted  to  you  for  a  judicious  counsel  on  this  new  and  flagrant  element.  My 
innermost  soul  longs  for  peace;  and  if  that  can  not  be,  for  death  that  wHl 
bring  peace.  My  fervent  hope  is  that  this  drop  of  gall  may  sink  through  oat 
of  sight  and  not  prove  a  mortal  poison.     ' 

"  Yours  ever, 

"  H.  W.  Brbchkr. 

"  I  have  written  strongly  to  Shearman,  and  hope  that  he  will  send  T.  a 
letter  unsolicited.  I  am  sick,  head,  heart  and  body,  but  must  move  .on  I  I  feel 
this  morning  like  letting  things  go  by  the  run  I  " 

[Copy  of  letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  81."] 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Moulton,  state  if  you  please,  whether  you  saw  the  paragraph 
in  The  Union,  to  which  reference  is  there  made  ?    A.  I  did. 
Q.  State  the  substance  of  it  ? 
Mr.  Fvarts. — We  would  rather  have  the  paragraph. 
Mr,  Fullerton. — ^It  is  not  necessary,  if  your  Honor  please,  that  we  should 
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produce  these  newspapers  that  are  iDcidentally  referred  to.  That  is  not  the 
rale.    I  only  wanted  to  know  the  subject-matter  of  the  article. 

JuBOB  Neilson. — ^Tbe  subject-matter  we  have  got;  I  think  the  paper 
ought  to  be  produced. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — ^It  is  referred  to  as  a  collateral  matter. 

Judge  Kbilson. — It  is  not  remotely  collateral.  I  think  the  paper  should 
be  produced.     You  can  introduce  it  hereafter. 

Q.  After  receiving  that  letter,  did  you  see  Mr.  Beecher?  A.  Tes,  sir;  I 
saw  him. 

Mr.  Bmrts. — The  paper  is  in  the  letter. 

Mr.  Fhilhrtnn. — The  paragraph  from  The  Union  \bsa  follows 

Mr,  EtarU.  —We  consent  to  this  being  read  as  if  the  paper  was  here.  We 
only  want  to  object  to  memory  as  to  accuracy.  We  understand  that  to  be 
the  same. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — [Reading.] 

**  At  the  close  of  the  service,  a  Union  reporter  approached  Mr.  Beecher,  for 
the  purpose  of  getting  hifi  views  as  to  the  council,  bat  he  declined  to  be  inter- 
Tiewed.  Mr.  Shearman,  the  Clerk  of  the  Church,  however,  was  communicative. 
He  wd  he  had  received  no  intimation,  as  yet,  what  course  the  council  would 
pursue.  In  regard  to  the  scandal  on  Mr.  Beecher,  he  said,  so  far  as  Tilton  was 
concerned,  he  (Tilton)  wns  out  of  his  mind,  off  his  balance,  and  did  not  act 
reasonably.  As  for  Mrs.  Tilton.  she  had  occasioned  the  whole  trouble  while  in 
a  half -crazed  cundltiou.  She  had  mediumistic  fits,  and  while  under  the  strange 
power  that  possessed  her,  often  spoke  of  the  most  incredible  thingH,  declared 
thinprs  possible  that  were  impossible,  and  among  the  rest  had  slandered  Mr. 
Beecher.  Mr.  Tilton  himself  had  acknowledged  that  all  the  other  things 
ahe  had  told  him  in  her  mediumistic  trance  were  false  and  impossible  ;  then 
why,  asked  Mr.  Shearman,  should  the  scandal  on  Mr.  Beecher  be  the  only  truth 
in  her  crazy  words  ?  " 

Q.  What,  if  anything,  did  Mr.  Beecher  say  to  you  in  regard  to  that  publi- 
cation ?    A.  He  thought  it  was  outrageous — he  said  it  was. 

Q.  If  you  can  recollect  anything  else  he  told  you.  please  state  it.  A.  He 
said  he  would  write ;  I  don^t  remember  whether  I  saw  him  before  he  wrote  the 
letter  or  not,  but  I  had  a  conversation  with  him  concerning  that  paragraph — 
whether  it  was  before  or  after  the  receipt  of  this  letter  I  don't  remember;  and 
I  said  to  him:  '^j^Ir.  Beecher,  you  know  that  that  statement  is  false  with 
regard  to  Theodore,  and  you  know  that  it  is  false  with  regard  to  Elizabeth 
Tilton,  and  Theodore  Tilton,  unless  it  is  corrected,  will  make  trouble  about 
it.  It  is  an  outrage;  I  am  not  surprised  at  it  as  coming  from  Mr.  Shearman 
at  all;  I  don't  think  he  is  above  such  matters.''  That  is  what  I  told  Mr. 
Beecher,  and  Mr.  Beecher  said  to  me  that  he  thought  it  was  an  outrage;  that 
he  thought  it  was  a  cruelty ;  that  it  caused  him  an  almost  unspeakable  agony, 
and  he  wept  over  it,  and  I  told  him  that  I  should  go  to  see  Mr.  Shearman 
about  it,  and  I  did  go  to  see  Mr.  Shearman  about  it. 

Mr,  EtarU, — ^No  matter  what  passed  between  you  and  Mr.  Shearman. 

The  Witness. — ^I  am  not  going  to  say  anything  about  that,  sir;  I  saw  Mr. 
Beecher  after  I  had  seen  Mr.  Shearman,  and  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr. 
Shearman  refused  to  read  the  paragraph  when  I  placed  it  before  him  on  his 
deakf  and  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  I  had  subsequently  taken  Mr.  Tilton  to  see 
Mr.  Shearman,  and  that  Mr.  Shearman  had  made  an  explanation  to  Mr. 
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Tilton,  wliich  Mr.  Tilton  denounced  as  false ;  and  I  saw  Mr.  Beecher  subee- 
quently,  and  I  told  him  of  a  letter  which  Mr.  Shearman  had  given  to  me  to 
give  to  Mr.  Tilton,  which  Mr.  Tilton  had  refused  to  receive,  on  the  groTwd 
that  it  contained  a  deliberate  falsehood,  and  that  unless  Mr.  Shearman  did 
write  another  letter  taking  it  back,  as  it  should  be  retracted,  that  Mr.  Tilton 
would  make  trouble  about  it;  and  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  subsequently  that  Mr. 
Shearman  had  written  a  letter  of  retraction,  and  had  received  back  from  me 
the  letter  which  ho  wrote  ;it  first,  and  which  Mr.  Tilton  stigmatized  as  a  false- 
hood ;  and  Mr.  Beecher  said  to  me  also  that  it  was  his  opinion  that  Mr.  Shear- 
man was  a  mischief-maker. 

Mr.  Evarts. — You  have  not  stated  when  this  was  ?  A.  In  fin  interview  I 
had  with  him  concerning  this  paragraph  in  The  Union, 

Q.  When  ?    A.  Shortly  after  the  paragraph  in  Th^  Union  appeared. 

Mr,  Beach. — I  suppose  we  have  that  correspondence,  if  it  is  desired  to  fit 
the  date. 

The  Witney. — The  date  of  Mr.  Shearman's  letter  would  fix  it. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — [Handing  a  book  to  witness.]  Look  at  that  and  see  if  it 
will  fix  the  date  of  Mr.  Shearman's  letter  ? 

Mr.  Evarts. — The  date  of  the  conversation  is  all  that  is  necessary. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — That  will  enable  him  to  fix  the  date  of  the  conversation. 

The  Witness.—It  is  dated  April  2d,  1874. 

Q.  Does  that  enable  you  to  state  wlien  the  conversation  of  which  you  have 
spoken  took  place  ?  A.  The  conversation  was  before  Mr.  Beecher's  letter  a 
short  time,  or  after  Mr.  Beecher's  letter  a  short  time. 

Mr,  Evarts. — It  was  all  one  conversation,  was  it  ?  A.  No,  air;  there  were 
several  conversations. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — His  statement  is  directly  contrary  to  that. 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  would  like  to  have  the  line  drawn  between  what  is  in  one 
and  what  is  in  the  other. 

Mr,  Beach. — That  is  sufficiently  indicated  by  his  examination  so  far. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Can  you  give  the  dates  of  these  several  conversations  of 
which  you  speak  ?    A.  I  can  not ;  but  they  were  quite  near  together. 

Q.  Were  you  present  when  either  of  Mr.  Shearman's  letters  was  delivered  ? 
A.  Present  when  Mr.  Shearman's  letter  was  delivered  to  3Ir.  Tilton  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  Mr.  Shearman  gave  to  me  that  letter  of  April  2d. 

Mr,  Evarts, — I  suppose  this  is  all  irrelevant. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  is  a  mere  incident  in  the  order  of  dates.  I  think  he 
may  answer  what  he  knows  about  it,  because  it  connects  the  chain. 

The  Witness. — Mr.  Shearman  gave  me  the  letter  to  deliver  to  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  Who  was  present  when  you  delivered  the  letter  of  April  2d  to  Mr. 
Tilton  ? 

Mr,  Evarts. — Your  Honor  will  see  that  it  is  all  immaterial,  and  I  woold 
like  to  state  my  views  in  regard  to  it.  All  this  matter  arises  out  of  a  report- 
er's paragraph  in  The  Union;  it  is  not  a  paragraph  printed  by  Mr.  Shearman 
or  by  anybody ;  it  is  a  reporter's  statement  of  an  interview  with  Mr.  Shearman, 
as  I  understand  it,  in  Th^  Brooklyn  Union^  which  is  a  paper  here — The  CMh 
tian  Uniony  is  it  ? 
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Mr,  FiilUrton, — Th^  Brooklyn  Union, 

Mr,  Etarts. — Tha  Brooklyn  Union,  a  political  paper — a  secular  paper. 
What  Mr.  Bcecher  says  about  that  is  good  evidence  of  course,  and  that  we 
have ;  but  what  passes  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Moulton  and  Mr.  Shearman 
afterwanis,  getting  before  the  public  what,  it  was  complained,  was  improper- 
ly represented  in  that  p.iragraph  of  the  report  of  the  interview,  we  suppose 
is  wholly  immaterial. 

Mr.  Beach, — Undoubtedly.     We  don't  offer  anjrthing  of  the  kind. 

Mr,  BmrU. — All  this  seems  to  me  to  be  of  that  kind  of  character. 

Mr,  Beach. — Oh!  no. 

Mr.  Fuilerton. — The  gentleman  will  see  the  propriety  of  this  evidence 
when  I  inform  him  that  I  expect  to  prove  by  the  witness  that  Mr.  Beecher 
was  present  when  the  letter  was  delivered.  My  question,  to  which  Mr. 
Evarts  objected,  was,  when  this  letter  was  delivered. 

Judge  Xeilbon. — I  think  he  can  answer  that;  yet  the  general  view  pre- 
sented by  the  counsel  is  correct,  unless  it  is  connected. 

Mr,  EvitrU, — We  think  it  is  all  wholly  immaterial. 

Mr,  Fuilerton. — Who  was  present  when  this  letter  of  April  2d  was 
delivered  *    A.  I  think  Mr.  Beecher  was  present. 

Mr.  Etarts. — ^You  mean  to  say  he  was  present  ?  A.  I  think  he  was  pres- 
ent ;  my  recollection  is  that  he  was  present. 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  can  not  chase  after  these  interviews — a  mere  notion  that  a 
man  was  present. 

Mr.  Fuilerton. — You  can  make  objections,  beyond  all  doubt. 

Mr.  EvarU, — The  witness  is  not  willing  to  say  he  (Beecher)  was  pres- 
ent. 

Judge  Neilson.  — The  witness  says  he  thinks  he  (Beecher)  was  present. 
[To  the  witnessj.  State  your  best  recollection  in  regard  to  it  ?  A.  My  best 
recollection  is  that  he  was  present.  I  remember  the  conversation  when  Mr. 
Beecher,  Mr.  Tilton,  31  r.  Shearman,  and  myself  were  present. 

Q.  Was  that  when  this  letter  was  delivered  ?  A.  I  am  not  clear  as  to 
that.  I  am  quite  clear  as  to  Mr.  Beecher  being  present  when  the  letter  was 
delivered. 

Mr.  Fuilerton, — [Handing  a  letter  to  witness.]  Look  at  the  letter  and 
state  ?  A.  My  impression  is,  I  showed  this  letter  to  3Ir.  Beecher  before  it 
was  delivered  to  Mr.  Tilton,  and  not  that  he  was  present  when  it  was 
delivered. 

Mr.  FttlUrUm. — ^Now,  I  propose  to  read  it  in  evidence. 

*'  BuooKLTN,  April  2,  1874. 

"  Dear  Sir  :  Having  f  een  a  paraorraph  in  The  Brooklyn  Union  of  Saturday 
laat,  containing  a  report  of  a  statement  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  me  con- 
cerning your  family  aii'l  yoursulr',  I  desire  to  assure  you  that  this  report  is 
aeriously  incorrect,  aind  that  I  have  never  authorized  such  a  statem<3nt. 

**  It  in  unnecessary  to  rep'ut  h<*re  what  I  have  actually  said  upon  these  sub- 
jects, because  1  am  now  satis  ipd  that  what  I  did  sav  was  erroneous,  and  that  the 
rumors  to  which  I  gave  some  credit  were  without  xoundation.  I  deeply  regret 
having  been  misled  into  an  act  of  unintentional  injustice,  and  am  glad  to  take 
the  earliest  occasion  to  rectify  it. 

"  J  beg,  therefore,  to  withdraw  all  that  I  said  upon  the  occasion  referred  to. 
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,  _    ^  N  ..w  -v  *Jit*),  and  to  repadiate  entirely  the  ttito- 
**  ■'■  ^,  ^..«*s  wio  ^ujast  to  all  parties  concerned. 
■*        '  "^  Yours  obediently, 

VH.  T.  G.  Shkarmaw. 

^■^     *..,.'!.<  w     axliibit  xVo.  32."] 
ti      w   ^►v^*:**.'^  ^  Kit  is  known  in  this  controversy  as  **the  Bacon 

V  V*.  ^*^    »»»i  U'«er  written,  in  point  of  time?    A.  In  June  of  1874. 
^     »  %u    -v;  .>.Ni  dnrt  become  acquainted  with  its  existence?    A.  The 

-    *'.»„  *^o:n:\iiil  you  receive  your  information?    A.  From  Theodore 


•  s » 


« «*i 


\  ^  .N"  Ivici^ii  letter,  are  we  to  understand  it  as  a  letter  written  by 
»-k.vvnvv  r.»:ou  to  Dr.  Bacon  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

\   ;\.,:  \v>u  have  any  interview  with  Mr.  Beecher  upon  that  subject  ?    A. 


«-v 


O    Suto,  if  you  please,  what  that  interview  was,  and  when  it  was  ?    A.  I 

s...  .;tivr  an  interview  in  my  study,  at  which  Mr.  Shearman,  Mr.  Tilton,  Mr. 
;^sxhtT.  and  mytwflf  were  present.  Mr.  Tilton  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  he 
kr.^  ^  IKTfectly  well  that  he  (Tilton)  was  not  the  creature  of  his  magnanimity, 
9ts  l>r.  Bacon  alleged;  that  he  was  nut  a  dog  and  a  knave— had  not  been  in 
his  ireatinent  of  Mr.  Beecher;  and  that  he  could  not  rest  under  that  imputa- 
lion,  and 'Wanted  Mr.  Beecher  to  set  the  matter  right  with  Dr.  Bacon;  and 
that  if  he  did  not,  he  (Theodore  Tilton)  should.  That  is  substantially  the 
conversation  thut  I  remember.  That  is  the  first  conference,  and  then  I  saw 
Mr.  Beecher  afterwards  about  it. 

Q.  Don't  you  recollect  anything  else  that  took  place  at  that  first  inter- 
view ?  if  tliere  was  any  reply  to  the  observation,  I  want  you  tu  state  it.  A. 
Mr.  Beecher  said  that  he  didn't  see  what  reply  he  could  make;  that  the  case 
was  full  of  embarrussments ;  that  if  he  should  make  a  reply  to  Dr.  Bacon,  it 
would  be  considered  as  something  like  a  confession;  he  made  some  reply  of 
that  sort ;  I  don't  remember  the  exact  language  he  used,  but  he  plead  his  em- 
barrassments ;  the  general  impression  in  my  mind  is  that  he  was  surrounded 
by  embarrassments  wMiich  made  it  difficult  for  him  to  do  it. 

Q.  What  was  referred  to  when  he  spoke  of  not  being  the  creature  of  Mr. 
Beecher's  magnanimity ;  that  he  wasn't  a  dog  or  a  knave  ?  A.  His  own  action 
in  regard  to  Mr.  Til  tun's  family;  Mr.  Tilton  referred  specifically  to  his  action 
with  reference  to  his  family. 

Q.  Did  he  nut  refer  to  Dr.  Bacon's  articles  that  had  appeared  in  The  likdepet^ 
dent  from  time  tu  time  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  that  was  the  subject  of  the  conver- 
sation ;  but  the  direct  reference  that  was  made  in  regard  to  Mr.  Tiltou'S  not 
being  the  creature  of  his  magnanimity  was,  that  he  (Mr.  Beecher)  knew  that 
he  (Tilton)  was  not  the  creature  of  his  magnanimity,  on  account  of  hia  knowl- 
edge of  Mr.  Tilton's  relations  with  his  family. 

Q.  This  proposed  letter  of  Mr.  Tilton,  called  the  Bacon  letter,  was  in 
reply  to  these  various  articles  in  T/is  Independent?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  the  Bacon  letter  there  then  under  consideration?  A.  I  don't 
remember  that  it  was. 
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Q.  Was  it  afterwards  produced,  what  Mr.  Tilton  proposed  to  publish  t 
i.  No,  sir;  it  was  not  produced  at  that  time. 

Q.  At  any  subsequent  time  was  it  produced  ?  A.  I  don't  think  it  was  to 
Ifr.  Beech er. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  the  con- 
ents  of  it  ?  A.  I  had  an  interview  with  Mr.  Beecher,  more  than  one  inter- 
dew,  in  which  I  said  I  would  undertake  to  prevent  the  writing  of  it. 

Q.  State  what  you  said  to  him  in  that  conversation  ?  A.  I  said  I  would 
indertake  to  prevent  the  reply  to  the  Bacon  letter;  that  I  did  not  think  Mr. 
[^ton  should  reply  to  it. 

Q.  You  said,  **  reply  to  the  Bacon  letter".?  A.  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  I 
?ould  undertake  to  prevent  Mr.  Tilton  making  any  reply  to  the  Bacon  letter — 

0  Dr.  Bacon. 

Q.  Tell  us  all  that  occurred  on  that  subject  in  that  interview,  when  yon 
>roposcd  to  prevent  the  reply  to  Dr.  Bacon  ?  A.  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr. 
Tilton  had  said  to  mo  that  if  he  replied  to  Dr.  Bacon,  he  should  tell  the  whole 
ruth  with  regard  to  Mr.  Boecher's  relations  with  his  family;  that  I  considered 
hat  would  be  an  outraiie,  if  Theodore  Tilton  did  it,  upon  his  family;  that  he 
»iight  not  to  do  it,  and  that  feeling  that  way  I  should  undertake  to  prevent 
he  writing  of  it,  and  that  if  I  could  not  prevent  the  writing  of  it,  that  I 
ronld  try  to  prevent  the  publication  of  it ;  and  Mr.  Beecher  said  to  me,  he 
loped  that  I  would  prevent  the  writing  of  that  letter. 

Q.  What  occurred  then  in  regard  to  it  ?  A.  After  that  I  saw  Mr.  Tilton, 
nd  I  told  him  I  thought  he  ought  not  to  think  of  writing  a  reply  to  Dr. 
laoon;  that  it  was  better  for  him  to  undertake  to  live  it  down;  that  I  did  not 
hlnk  the  effect  of  Dr.  Bacon^s  letter  in  The  Independent  and  his  speech  at  the 
oUege  would  have  such  an  effect  on  him  in  New  England  as  he  expected  it 
rould  have,  and  I  communicated  what  I  had  said  to  Mr.  Tilton  to  Mr. 
keecher,  and  Mr.  Beecher  said  that  be  agreed  with  me;  that  he  thought  it 
rould  not  have  the  effect  upon  Theodore  Tilton  in  New  England  that  he 
bought  it  would  have;  that  Dr.  Bacon  did  not  have  such  an  extensive  influ- 
Dce  as  he,  Theodore,  thought  he  had.  Then  I  saw  Mr.  Tilton  after  the  letter 
«d  been  fully  prepared ;  I  had  not  seen  it  during  its  publicr.tion,  and  he 
lid  to  me,  **I  think  that  I  ought  to  read  to  you  the  letter."    I  said,  **  Well, 

1  you  have  written  it,  then  I  would  like  to  hear  it  read." 

Mr,  Eoarts, — We  don't  want  anything  stated  that  is  not  connected  with 
[r.  Beecher. 

The  WitMss. — ^I  am  going  to  connect  it  with  Mr.  Beecher. 

Judge  Nsilbon. — Pass  over  to  your  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher;  that 
rill  cover  the  whole  ground. 

The  Witne99.—l  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  I  had  heard  the   Bacon  letter 

Bsd  before  its  publication;  that  I  had  undertaken,  and  did  succeed,  in  hav- 

ig  taken  from  that  letter  the  phrase,  '*  Ho  has  committed  against  my  family 

revolting  crime,"  and  of  having  substituted  in  its  place  a  statement  that 

litead  of  that  he  had  committed  an  offense.     I  told  him  that  that  was  as 

locb  as  I  had  been  able  to  do  with  Mr.  Tilton,  and  that  is  the  substance  of 

rhat  occurred. 
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as  incorrect  (altbougli  then  believed  by  me),  and  to  repudiate  entirely  the  state- 
ment imputed  to  me,  as  untrue  and  unjust  to  all  parties  concerned. 

Yours  obediently, 

•*  Theodore  TUtou,  Esq."  T.  G.  Shrarman. 

[Copy  of  letter  marked  '*  Exhibit  No.  32."] 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  what  is  known  in  this  controversy  as  *Hhe  Bacon 
letter''?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  that  letter  written,  in  point  of  time  ?    A.  In  June  of  1874. 

Q.  When  did  you  first  become  acquainted  with  its  existence  ?  A.  The 
day  after  its  publication. 

Q.  From  whom  did  you  receive  your  information  I  A.  From  Theodore 
Tilton. 

Q.  By  the  Bacon  letter,  are  we  to  understand  it  as  a  letter  written  by 
Theodore  Tilton  to  Dr.  Bacon  ?    A.  Y'es,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  interview  with  Mr.  Beecher  upon  that  subject  ?  A« 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  State,  if  you  please,  what  that  interview  was,  and  when  it  was  ?  A.  1 
rvmeniber  an  interview  in  my  study,  at  which  Mr.  Snearraan,  Mr.  Tilton,  Mr. 
Bcech<'r,  and  myself  were  present.  Mr.  Tilton  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  be 
knew  perfectly  well  that  he  (Tilton)  was  not  the  creature  of  his  magnanimity, 
as  Dr.  Bacon  alleged ;  that  he  was  nut  a  dog  and  a  knave — had  not  been  in 
his  treatment  of  Mr.  Beecher;  and  that  he  could  not  rest  under  that  imputa* 
tiou,  and-wanted  Mr.  Beecher  to  set  the  matter  right  with  Dr.  Bacon;  and 
that  if  he  did  not,  he  (Theodore  Tilton)  should.  That  is  substantially  the 
convei-sation  that  I  remember.  That  is  the  first  conference,  and  then  I  saw 
Mr.  Beecher  afterwards  about  it. 

Q.  Don't  you  recollect  anything  else  that  took  place  at  that  first  inters 
view  ?  if  there  was  any  reply  to  the  observation,  I  want  you  to  state  it.  A. 
Mr.  Beecher  said  that  he  didn't  see  what  reply  he  could  make;  that  the  case 
was  full  of  embarrassments ;  that  if  he  should  make  a  reply  to  Dr.  Bacon,  it 
would  be  considered  as  something  like  a  confession;  he  made  some  reply  of 
that  sort;  I  don't  remember  the  exact  language  he  used,  but  he  plead  his  em- 
barrassments; the  general  impression  in  my  mind  is  that  he  wad  surrounded 
by  embarrassments  which  made  it  difficult  for  him  to  do  it. 

Q.  What  was  referred  to  when  he  spoke  of  not  being  the  creature  of  Mr. 
Beccher's  magnanimity ;  that  he  wasn't  a  dog  or  a  knave  ?  A.  Uis  own  action 
in  regard  to  Mr.  Tilton's  family;  Mr.  Tilton  referred  specifically  to  his  action 
with  reference  to  his  family. 

Q.  Did  he  not  refer  to  Dr.  Bacon's  articles  that  had  appeared  in  The  Indepen- 
dent  from  time  to  time  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  that  was  the  subject  of  the  conver- 
sation; but  the  direct  reference  that  was  made  in  regard  to  Mr.  Tilton's  not 
being  the  creature  of  his  magnanimity  was,  that  he  (Mr.  Beecher)  knew  that 
he  (Tilton)  was  not  the  creature  of  his  magnanimity,  on  account  of  his  knowlr 
edge  of  Mr.  Tilton's  relations  with  his  family. 

Q.  This  proposed  letter  of  Mr.  Tilton,  called  the  Bacon  letter,  was  in 
reply  to  these  various  articles  in  T/ts  Independents    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  the  Bacon  letter  there  then  under  consideration?  A.  I  dont 
remember  that  it  was. 
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Q.  Was  it  afterwards  produced,  what  Mr.  Til  ton  proposed  to  publish  t 
A.  No,  sir;  it  was  not  produced  at  that  time. 

Q.  At  any  subsequent  time  was  it  produced  ?  A.  I  don't  think  it  was  to 
Mr.  Beech  er. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  the  con- 
tents of  it  ?  A.  I  had  an  interview  with  Mr.  Beecher,  more  than  one  inter- 
Tiew,  in  which  I  said  I  would  undertake  to  prevent  the  writing  of  it. 

Q.  State  what  you  said  to  him  in  that  conversation  ?  A.  I  said  I  would 
undertake  to  prevent  the  reply  to  the  Bacon  letter;  that  I  did  not  think  Mr. 
Tllton  should  reply  to  it. 

Q.  Y«)u  said,  **  reply  to  the  Bacon  letter"?  A.  I  said  to  3Ir.  Beecher,  I 
would  undertake  to  prevent  Mr.  Tilton  making  any  reply  to  the  Bacon  letter — 
to  Dr.  Bacon. 

Q.  Tell  us  all  that  occurred  on  that  subject  in  that  interview,  when  yon 
proposed  to  prevent  the  reply  to  Dr.  Bacon  ?  A.  I  told  Mr.  Bee.her  that  Mr. 
Tilton  had  said  to  mo  that  if  he  replied  to  Dr.  Bacon,  he  should  tell  the  whole 
truth  with  regard  to  Mr.  Boecher's  relations  with  his  family ;  that  I  considered 
that  would  be  an  outrage,  if  Theodore  Tilton  did  it,  upon  his  family;  that  he 
oaght  not  to  do  it,  and  that  feeling  that  way  I  should  undertake  to  prevent 
the  writing  of  it,  and  that  if  I  could  not  prevent  the  writing  of  it,  that  I 
would  try  to  prevent  the  publication  of  it ;  and  Mr.  Beecher  said  to  me,  he 
hoped  that  I  would  prevent  the  writing  of  that  letter. 

Q.  What  occurred  then  in  regard  to  it  ?  A.  After  that  I  saw  Mr.  Tilton, 
and  I  told  him  I  thought  he  ought  not  to  think  of  writing  a  reply  to  Dr. 
Bacon;  that  it  was  better  for  him  to  undertake  to  live  it  down;  that  I  did  not 
think  the  effect  of  Dr.  Bacon's  letter  in  The  Indepnident  and  his  speech  at  the 
college  would  have  such  an  effect  on  him  in  New  England  as  he  expected  it 
would  have,  and  I  communicated  what  I  had  said  to  Mr.  Tilton  to  Mr. 
Beecher,  and  Mr.  Beecher  said  that  he  agreed  with  me;  that  he  thought  it 
would  not  have  the  effect  upon  Theodore  Tilton  in  New  England  that  he 
thought  it  would  have;  that  Dr.  Bacon  did  not  have  such  an  extensive  influ- 
ence as  he,  Theodore,  thought  he  had.  Then  I  saw  Mr.  Tilton  after  the  letter 
had  been  fully  prepared ;  I  had  not  seen  it  during  its  publicr.tion,  and  he 
said  to  me,  '*I  think  that  I  ought  to  read  to  you  the  letter."  I  said,  **  Well, 
il  you  have  written  it,  then  I  would  like  to  hear  it  read." 

Mr.  Eoarts. — We  don^t  want  anything  stated  that  is  not  connected  with 
Mr.  Beecher. 

The  Witness, — ^I  am  going  to  connect  it  with  Mr.  Beecher. 

Judge  Neilson. — Pass  over  to  your  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher;  that 
will  cover  the  whole  ground. 

The  Witness. — I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  I  had  heard  the  Bacon  letter 
read  before  its  publication ;  that  I  had  undertaken,  and  did  succeed,  in  hav- 
ing taken  from  that  letter  the  phrase,  **  He  has  committed  against  my  family 
a  revolting  crime,"  and  of  having  substituted  in  its  place  a  statement  that 
iiLitead  of  that  he  had  committed  an  offense.  I  told  him  that  that  was  as 
much  as  I  had  been  able  to  do  with  Mr.  Tilton,  and  that  is  the  substance  of 

what  occurred. 
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Mr.  Evarts. — That  was  after  the  publication?  A,  After  the  publication; 
I  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  the  letter,  as  originally  read  to  me,  contained  the 
words,  *'  has  committed  against  me  and  my  family  a  revolting  crime,"  and  I 
told  Mr.  Beeclier  the  reason  for  my  having  substituted  the  word  *'  offense  " 
for  *'  crime." 

Mr,  Fullerton. — In  the  Bacon  letter  ?    A.  In  the  Bacon  letter. 

Mr.  Beach. — What  did  you  tell  him  ?  A.  I  said  that  I  had  an  idea  that  if 
he  stated  that  he,  Beecher,  had  committed  against  him  and  his  family  a  re- 
volting crime,  that  as  that  was  the  truth  there  would  be  no  escape  from  that; 
but  if  the  word  *'  offense"  was  used,  and  the  apology  followed  the  charge  of 
offense  in  the  words  of  the  Bacon  letter,  seeing  that  would  be  considered 
honorable  but  for  the  attack  on  him  by  Mr.  Beecher  in  his  church,  I  tbongbt 
that  might  afford  a  basis  for  reconciliation — that  the  use  of  that  word 
**  offense"  would. 

Q.  [Handing  paper  to  witness.]  State  whether  you  recognize  the  paper 
now  shown  you — whether  you  recognize  the  Bacon  letter,  so  called  ?  A.  Yes, 
sir;  that  is  it,  I  think. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — ^I  propose  to  read  that  letter  in  evidence.     [Reading.] 

"  Sir, — I  have  carefully  read  your  New  Haven  address  concerning  the  late 
Council,  and  also  your  five  essays  on  the  same  subject,  just  concluded  in  The 
Ind*'.j)eudent. 

**  The  numerous  and  extraordinary  mispresentations  of  my  position  which 
these  writings  of  yours  will  perpetuate  to  my  injury,  if  not  corrected,  compel 
me  to  lay  beforo  you  the  data  for  their  correction: — mlHrepresentations  which, 
on  your  pan,  are  of  course  wholly  unintentional,  for  you  are  incapable  of  doin^ 
any  man  a  willful  wronjr. 

"  In  proiliicing  to  your  inspection  some.hitherto  unpublished  papers  and  doc- 
uments in  this  oaHc,  1  need  first  to  state  a  few  facts  in  chronological  sequence, 
aufficiont  to  explain  the  documentary  evidence  which  follows. 

"  I.  After  I  had  been  for  fifteen  years  a  member  of  Plymouth  Church,  and 
bad  become  meanwhile  an  intimate  friend  of  the  pastor,  knowledge  came  U>  uie 
iii  1870  that  he  had  committed  against  me  an  offense  which  I  forbear  to  name  or 
charactorize.  Prompted  by  my  self-respect,  I  immediately  and  forever  ceased 
my  attendance  on  his  ministry.  I  informed  him  of  this  determination  as  early 
as  January,  1871,  in  the  presence  of  a  mutual  friend,  Mr.  Francis  D.  Moulton. 

"  The  rules  of  Plymouth  Church  afforded  me  a  choice  between  two  methods 
of  retirement : — one,  to  ask  for  a  formal  letter  of  dismissal ;  the  other,  lo  dis- 
miss myself  less  formally  by  prolonged  absence.  I  chose  the  latter.  In  so  do- 
ing, my  chief  desire  was  to  avoid  giving  rise  to  curious  inquiries  into  the  reasons 
for  my  abandoning  a  church  in  which  1  had  been  brought  up  from  boyhood ;  and 
therefore  I  did  not  invite  attention  to  the  subject  by  asking  a  dismiaaory 
letter,  but  adopted  the  alternative  of  silently  staying  away — relying  on  the  rule 
that  a  i)rolonged  absence  would  finally  secure  to  me  a  dismissal  involving  no 
publicity  to  the  case. 

"  Several  powerful  reasons  prompted  me  to  the  adoption  of  this  alternative, 
among  which  were  the  following : — The  pastor  communicated  to  me  in  writing 
on  apology,  signed  by  his  name.  He  also  appealed  to  me  to  protect  him  from 
bringing  reproach  to  the  cause  of  religion.  He  alleged  that  an  exposure  would 
forbid  him  to  re-ascend  his  pulpit.  These,  and  other  similar  reasons,  I  had  no 
right  or  disposition  to  disregard  ;  and  I  acted  upon  them  with  a  conscious  desire 
to  see  Mr.  Beecher  protected  rather  than  harmed. 

**  II.  At  length  my  absence  from  the  church — an  absence  of  which  not  three 
members  of  the  congregation,  beside  the  pastor,  knew  the  cause — began  to  exdte 
comment  in  private  circles. 

"  Some  of  the  members  hinted  that  I  had  lapsed  into  a  lamentable  eh&nge  ol 
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relij?iou8  views — whereas  my  views  continued  to  be  the  same  as  they  had  been 
for  many  years  previous  ;  and  tliougli  they  had  Ion":  before  ceased  to  find  their 
honest  expression  in  the  formal  creed  which  1  had  professed  in  my  childhood  at 
Ihe  altar  of  Plymouth  Church,  yet  my  religious  faith  had  not  changed  from 
that  early  original  more  than  the  views  of  some  of  the  most  honored  members 
and  officers  of  the  same  church  hnd  changed  within  the  same  time. 

*'  Other  persons  insinuated  that  1  had  adopted  un-Christian  tenets  concerning 
marriage  and  divorce- -whereaH,  touching  marriage,  I  have  always  held,  and 
Btill  hold,  with  ever-iucreasing  firmness,  the  one  and  (mly  view  common  to  all 
Christendom  ;  and  touching  divorce,  the  substance  of  what  I  held  was,  and  still 
is,  the  needful  abrogation  of  our  unjust  New  York  code,  and  the  substitution  of 
the  more  humane  legislation  of  New  England  and  the  Wfst. 

*'  Other  persons  fancied  that  I  had  become  a  spiritualist  of  an  extravagant 
type — whereas  I  have  never  yet  seen  my  way  clear  to  be  a  spiritualist  at  all — 
certainly  not  to  be  so  much  a  spiritualist  as  some  of  the  most  prominent  mem- 
bers of  Plymouth  Church  are  known  to  be. 

"  All  these  suppositions — ^and  many  others — but  never  the  right  one— became 
current  in  the  church  (and  still  are)  to  explain  my  suddenly  sundered  member- 
ehip,  the  true  reason  for  which  has  been  understood  always  by  the  pastor,  but 
never  bv  his  flock. 

**  III.  At  length,  after  many  calumnious  whisperinjrs  near  and  far  (since  evil 
tales  magnify  as  they  travel),  a  weekly  paper  in  New  York,  in  November,  1872, 
published  a  wicked  and  horrible  scandal — a  publication  which  some  persons  in 
the  church  ignorantly  attributed  in  its  origin  and  animus  to  me  ;  whereas  I  had 
previously  spent  many  months  of  constant  and  unremitting  endeavor  to  suppress 
it— an  endeavor  iu  wliich,  with  an  t- arnest  motive  but  a  foolish  judgment,  I  made 
many  ill-directed  sacrifices  of  my  reputation,  position,  money,  and  fair  prospects 
in  life — for  all  which  losses  of  things  precious,  since  mine  alone  was  the  folly, 
let  mine  alone  be  the  blame. 

"  IV.  In  May,  1878,  occurred  the  surreptitious  publication  of  a  tripartite 
Agreement  signed  by  H.  C.  Bo  wen,  H.  W.  Beecher,  and  myself — an  agreement 
which,  so  far  as  I  was  concerned,  had  for  its  object  to  pledge  me  to  silence  against 
nsing  or  circulating  charges  which  Mr.  Bowen  had  made  against  Mr.  Beecher. 
This  covenant,  as  originally  written,  would  have  bound  me  never  to  speak,  not 
only  of  Mr.  Bowen's,  but  also  of  my  own  personal  grievances  against  Mr. 
Bc^echer.  I  refused  to  sign  the  original  paper.  My  position  in  the  amended 
paper  was  this  :  Mr.  Bowen  had  made  grave  charges  against  Mr.  Beecher.  These 
charges  Mr.  Bowen  had  been  induced  to  recall  in  writing.  I  cheerfully  agreed 
never  to  circulate  the  charges  which  Mr.  Bowen  had  recalled. 

"  V.  In  August,  1873,  Mr.  William  F.  West,  a  member  of  Plymouth  Church, 
hitherto  a  stranger  to  me,  came  to  my  residence  accompanied  (at  his  request)  by 
my  friend  Mr.  F.  B.  Carpenter,  and  told  me  that  when  the  summer  vacation  was 
over  he  (Mr.  W.)  meant  to  cite  me  before  the  church  on  the  charge  of  circulating 
0candals  against  the  pastor;  declaring,  in  Mr.  C.'s  presence,  that  Mr.  Betjcher  had 
acted  aa  if  the  reported  scandalous  tales  were  true  rather  than  false,  and  urging 
that  I  owed  it  to  myself  and  the  truth  to  go  forward  and  become  a  willing  witness 
in  an  investigation.  I  peremptorily  declined  to  join  Mr.  W^est  in  his  proposed 
investigation,  and  declared  that  as  I  had  not  been  a  member  of  Plymouth  Church 
for  several  years,  I  could  not  be  induced  to  return  to  that  church  for  any  pur- 
pose whatever,  least  of  all  for  so  distasteful  a  purpose  as  to  participate  in  a 
t»candal.  Mr.  West  had  meanwhile  discovered  that  my  name  still  remained  on 
the  church  roll  ;  from  which  circumstance  he  determined  to  assume  that  I  was  still 
a  member,  and  to  force  me  to  trial.  Accordingly,  a  few  weeks  later,  he  brought 
forward  charges  which  were  nominally  afifainst  myself  but  really  against  the 

{>a8tor :— charges  which,  if  I  may  characterize  them  by  the  recently  published 
anguage  of  the  present  clerk  of  Plymouth  Church,  were  *  an  indirect  and  in- 
sincere method  of  investigating  one  man  under  the  false  pretense  of  investigating 
another.' 

**  Some  leading  members,  includintir  especially  the  pastor,  desired  my  co-opera- 
tion in  defeating  Mr.  West,  and  I  cheerfully  gave  it.     To  this  end,  I  wrote — with 
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their  prt-knowled go  and  at  their  urgent  dusire — a  letter  declininir  to  accept  a 
copy  of  the  charges  addressed  to  me  tm  a  member,  on  the  ground  that  1  had,  four 
years  previously,  ceased  my  connection  with  the  churcli.  For  this  Jetier,  I  re- 
ceiv^ed,  on  the  next  day  after  sending  it,  the  pasior'8  prompt  and  heaity  thanks. 
An  understanding  was  then  had  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  myself,  in  an  interview 
at  ther»*sidence  nt  Mr.  Moult  >n,  that  Mr.  West's  indictment  against  me  waa  to 
be  disposed  of  in  the  following  way,  namely,  by  a  simple  resolution  to  the  effect 
that  wliereas  1  ha<i,  four  years  previously,  terminated  my  membert«hip ;  and 
whereas  by  inadvertence  my  name  still  remained  on  the  roll ;  therefore  resolved 
that  the  roll  be  amended  in  accordance  with  the  fact.  This  was  to  put  Mr. 
West's  case  quietly  out  of  court  without  bringing  up  the  scandal. 

"  To  my  surprise  and  indignation,  I  learned  on  the  morning  of  October  81, 1878, 
that  the  report  which  was  to  bo  presented  at  the  cburch  meeting  to  be  held  on 
that  evening,  would  not  be  in  the  simple  form  already  indicated,  but  would  de- 
clare that  whereas  I  had  been  charged  with  slandering  the  pastor ;  and  whereas 
I  had  been  cited  before  the  church  to  meet  the  charge;  and  whereas  I  had 
pleaded  non-membership  as  an  excuse  for  not  appearing  for  trial ;  therefore  re> 
solved  that  1  should  be  dropped,  &c. 

*'  This  gross  imputation,  thus  foreshadowed  to  me,  led  me  to  appear  in  person 
at  the  church  on  that  evening,  there  to  await  the  reading  of  the  forthcoming 
report.  This  n;port,  when  it  came  to  be  read,  brought  me  the  following  novel 
intelligence,  namely,  *  whereas  a  copy  of  the  charges  was  put  into  the  hands  of 
the  said  Tiliou  on  the  17th  of  October,  and  a  request  made  of  him  that  he  should 
answer'  the  same  by  the  23d  of  October,"  &c. 

•'  I  do  not  know  to  this  day  whose  hand  it  was  that  drew  the  above  report,  and 
therefore  1  am  happily  saved  from  an  offensive  personality  when  I  say  that  the 
statement  which  I  have  here  quoted  is  diametrically  the  opposite  of  the  truth; 
lor  instead  of  my  liaving  been  requested  to  answer  the  charges,  I  had  been  re- 
quested not  to  answer  them. 

**  After  the  public  reading  of  the  above  report  I  arose  in  the  meeting  and  said 
in  Mr.  Beecher's  presence  that  if  I  had  slandered  him  I  would  answer  for  it  to 
his  face; — to  which  he  replied  in  an  equally  public  manner  that  he  had  no  charge 
whatever  to  make  against  me. 

"  VI.  Next,  growing  out  of  the  church's  singular  proceedings  in  this  case  came 
the  Congregational  Council  of  which  you  were  Moderator. 

*'  — The  above  facts  and  events — which  I  have  mentioned  as  briefly  as  possible, 
omitlicg  their  details — will  serve  as  a  sufficient  groundwork  whereon  to  base  the 
correction  of  the  unjust  and  injrjrious  statements  which  you  have  unwittingly 
given  of  my  participation  and  responsibility  in  the  case.  With  the  Congrega- 
tional theories  and  usages  which  you  have  so  ably  discussed.  I  have  no  concern 
— you  are  probably  right  about  them.  But  as  to  all  the  essential  facts  growing 
out  of  my  relationship  lo  Plymouth  Church,  you  have  been  wholly  misinformed 
— as  you  will  see  by  the  following  proofs; 

"  I.  You  say  that  I  retired  from  the  church,  giving  no  announcement  of  my  so 
doing  to  any  proper  ollicer  ;  in  other  words,  that  I  stole  out  secretly,  letting  no 
one  in  authority  know  of  my  purpose.  Your  language  concerning  me  is  as 
follows : 

'*' His  position  was  that  he  had  terminated  his  membership  four  years  pre> 
viously — not  by  requesting  t/^e  church  (as  by  its  rules  he  might  have  done)  to  drop 
his  TMmefrom  its  roll,*  &c. 

*' You  then  ask  : 

"  '  Is  this  the  beautiful  non-stringency  of  the  covenant  which  connects  the 
members  of  that  church  with  the  body,  and  with  each  other?  What  sort  of  a 
covenant  is  that  which  can  be  dissolved  at  any  moment,  not  merely  by  mutoal 
consent,  nor  by  either  party  giving  notice  to  the  other,  but*  by  a  silent  volition  in 
the  mind  of  either?* 

**  The  above  is  a  thorough  miS:Statement  of  the  manner  in  which  I  left 
Plymouth  Church. 

"  On  the  very  first  occasion  of  my  meeting  the  chief  officer  of  the  church 
after  my  retirement  from  it,  I  gave  notice  to  him  of  that  retirement.      At  a  later 
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period,  I  repeated  this  notice  to  other  officers  of  that  .body.  In  evidence  of  thirf 
fact  I  adduce  the  following  extract  from  a  recent  card  by  Mr.  Thomas  G.  Shear- 
man, clerk  of  Plymouth  Church,  published  in  The  Independent  of  June  18, 1874. 
He  says: 

•*  •  Long  before  any  charges  were  preferred  against  him,  Mr.  Tilton  distinctly 
Informed  the  clerk  of  the  church  and  vario  is  other  officers  and  members  (myself 
included)  that  he  h/id  icithdrawa,  and  that  his  name  ought  to  be  taken  off  the  roll.' 

**  II.  You  say  tliat  I  have  either  *  a  malicious  heart  or  a  crazy  brain.*  I  know 
the  fountain-head  of  this  opinion.  While  the  Council  was  in  session  in  Brook- 
lyn, the  following  startling  paragraph  appeared  in  The  Brooklyn  Union  ot  Sat- 
urday, March  28.  1874 : 

Mr.  FuUerton. — ^I  need  not  read  the  article  from   The  Brooklyn   Union, 
which  was  read  awhile  ago. 
Mr.  Etarts, — No,  sir. 

*'  My  attention  was  not  called  to  the  above  paragraph  until  after  the  Council 
had  adjourned,  and  its  members  had  gone  to  their  homes.  At  first,  I  wac*  not 
willing  to  believe  that  the  clerk  of  Plymouth  Church — the  same  officer  whose 
name  had  been  officially  signed  to  all  the  documents  which  the  church  had 
just  been  sending  to  the  Council — could  have  been  guilty  of  so  great  an  outrage 
against  truth  and  decency  as  the  above  paragraph  contained  : — particulArly 
against  a  lady  whose  devout  religious  faith  and  life  are  at  the  farthest  possible 
remove  from  spiritualism  or  fanaticism  of  any  kind.  Accordingly  I  procured  the 
following;  sworn  statement  by  the  reporter  certifying  to  the  accuracy  of  his 
report : — 

Mr,  FnllerUm. — ^I  don't  propose  to  read  the  report. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  don*t  know  why  you  should  not  read  it. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — With  the  consent  of  my  learned  opponents,  I  leave  out  part 
of  this  letter,  only  stating  that  the  correspondence  resulted  in  the  letter  of 
Mr.  Shearman,  which  I  have  heretofore  read. 

Mr,  Evarts. — There  is  no  object  in  reading  it. 

••  III.  You  ask, '  when  did  Mr.  Tilton  cease  to  be  responsible  to  the  Plymouth 
Church?'  I  answer  that  I  first  ceased  my  responsibility  to  that  church  wlien  I 
terminated  my  membership  four  year.-*  ago.  I  afterwards  voluntarily  renewed 
my  res|>onsibility  to  the  church  on  the  evening  of  Oct.  31,  1873,  by  appearing  in 
person  at  one  of  its  public  meetings,  and  offering  to  answer  then  and  there,  in 
the  pastor's  presence,  the  charge  that  I  had  slandered  him.  Less  than  two 
months  ago,  I  still  filrther  renewed  my  responsibility  to  Plymouth  Church,  as 
■will  appear  by  the  following  correspondence: 

"  Bkooklyn,  May  4,  1874. 
"Bet.  Henry  Ward  Beecher,  Pastor  of  Plym^mth  Church ;  Rev.  8.  B.  UaUiday, 
Associate  Pastor;  and  Mr.  Thomas  G,  Shearman,  Clerk : 
"Gentlemen, — I  address,  through  you,  to  the  church  of  which  you  are 
officers,  the  following  statement,  which  you  are  at  liberty  to  communicate  to  the 
church  through  the  examining  committee,  or  in  any  other  mode,  private  or 
pablic. 

**The  Rev.  Leonard  Bacon.  D.D.,  LL.D.,  Moderator  of  the  recent  Congrega- 
tional Council,  has  seen  fit,  since  the  adjournment  of  that  body,  to  proclaim,  pub- 
lish, and  reiterate,  with  signal  emphasis,  and  with  the  weight  of  something  like 
official  authority,  a  grave  declaration  which  I  here  quote,  namely  : 

"  •  It  was  for  the  Plymouth  Church,'  he  says,  '  to  vindicate  its  pastor  against  a 
damaging  imputation  from  one  of  its  members.  But  with  great  alacrity — the 
pastor  himself  consenting — it  threw  away  the  opportunity  of  viisdica- 
TION.*    .    .     .     *That  act,' he  continued,  •  in   which  the  Plymouth   Church 

THREW    AWAT  the  OPPORTUNITY    OF   VINDICATING   ITS  PASTOR,  waS  what  gave 

occasion  for  remonstrance  from  neighboring  churches.*     .     .     .      'There    are 
many,'  hs  says  also,  *  not  only  in  Brooklyn,  but  elsewhere,  who  felt  that  the 
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cbarch  had  not  fairly  met  the  quefition,  and  by  evading  the  issue  had  thbowK 

AWAY   THE  OPPORTUNITY   of   VINDICATING   ITS   PASTOR.* 

"  The  Moderator's  declaration  is  thus  made  three  times  over  that  the  Plymouth 
Church,  in  dealing  with  my  caae,  threw  away  rrs  opportunity  of  vindica- 
ting THE  PASTOR. 

"  This  declaration,  so  emphatically  repeated  by  the  chief  mouth-piece  of  the 
Council,  and  put  forth  by  him  apparently  as  an  exposition  of  the  Council's  views, 
compels  me,  as  the  third  party  to  the  controversy,  to  choose  between  two  alter- 
natives. 

"  One  of  these  is  to  remain  contentedly  in  the  dishonorable  position  of  a  man 
who  denies  to  his  former  pastor  an  opportunity  for  the  vindication  of  that  pastor's 
character  : — an  offense  the  more  heinous  because  an  unsullied  character  and  rep- 
utation are  requisites  to  his  sacred  office. 

"  The  other  alternative  is  for  me  to  restore  tohis  church  their  lost  opportunity 
for  his  vindication  by  presenting  myself  voluntarily  for  the  same  trial  to  which 
the  church  would  have  power  to  summon  me  if  I  were  a  member  : — a  suggestion 
which  (judging  from  my  past  experience)  will  subject  me  afresh  to  the  unjust  im- 
putation of  reviving  a  scandal  for  the  suppression  of  which  I  have  made  more 
sacrifices  than  all  other  persons. 

'•  Between  these  two  alternatives — which  are  all  that  the  Moderator  leaves  to 
me— and  which  are  both  equally  repugnant  to  my  feelings — duty  requires  me  to 
choose  the  second, 

* '  I  therefore  give  you  notice  that  if  the  pastor,  or  the  examining  committee, 
or  the  church,  as  a  body,  desire  to  repossess  the  opportunity  which  the  Modera- 
tor laments  that  you  have  thrown  away,  I  hereby  restore  to  you  this  lost  oppor- 
tunity as  freely  as  if  you  had  never  parted  with  it. 

**  I  authorize  you  (if  such  be  your  pleasure)  to  cite  me  at  any  time  within  the 
next  thirty  days  to  app«:ir  at  the  bar  of  Plymouth  Church  for  trial  on  the  charge 
heretofore  made  against  me,  namely,  that  of  '  circulating  and  promoting  scan- 
dals derogatory  to  the  Christian  integrity  of  the  pastor  and  injurious  to  the  rep- 
utation of  the  church.* 

"  My  only  stipulation  concerning  the  trial  is  that  it  shall  not  be  held  with 
closed  doors,  nor  in  ihe  absence  of  the  pastor. 

"  I  regret  keenly  that  the  Moderator  has  imposed  on  me  the  necessity  for 
making  this  ctmimunication,  for  nothing  but  necessity  would  extort  it. 

"  Tiie  practical  go<^d  which  1  seek  to  achieve  by  this  proposition  is,  that 
whether  accepted  or  declined,  it  will  in  either  case  effectually  put  an  end  for- 
ever to  the  Moderator's  grave  charge  that  Pl^Tuouth  Church  has  been  deprived 
through  me  of  an  opportunity  to  vindicate  its  pastor,  or  that  its  pastor  has  been, 
by  any  act  of  mine,  deprived  of  an  opportunity  to  vindicate  himself. 

**  Truly  yours,  Theodore  Tilton.'* 

"  To  the  above  communication  I  received  the  following  reply  from  the  Clerk 
of  the  Church  : 

"  '  Brooklyn,  May  18, 1874. 

"  '  Dear  Sir  :  Your  note  of  the  4th  instant,  enclosing  a  letter  addressed  to 
Mr.  Beecher,  Mr.  Halliday,  and  myself,  was  duly  received. 

"  '  This  letter  has  been  read  by  Mr.  Halliday,  with  whose  concurrence  it  has 
been  submitted  to  the  Examining  Committee  ;  and  we  all  deem  its  contents  to 
present  a  question  which  should  be  decided  by  that  committee,  and  which  should 
not  be  submitted  to  the  pastor  of  the  church,  to  whom,  therefore,  the  letter  has 
not  been  shown,  though  he  has  been  adviseil  of  its  substance. 

"  *  Having  consulted  the  members  of  the  committee,  1  am  informed  by  them 
that  they  see  no  reason  for  accepting  your  proposition,  or  even  for  laying  it  be- 
fore the  Church. 

"  '  Whatever  view  may  be  taken  of  the  case  by  others,  the  Examining  Com- 
mittee and  the  Church  have  seen  no  necessity  for  vindicating  any  member  of  the 
church  from  charges  which  no  one  has  made,  and  the  church  has  never,  in  the 
twenty -seven  years  of  its  history,  adopted  such  a  course.  No  one  can,  therefore, 
hold  you  responsible  for  the  loss  of  an  opportunity  to  the  Church  to  do  that 
which  it  never  yet  has  done,  and  probably  never  will  do. 
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•**  We  do  not  understand  your  letter  as  implying  that  you  have  any  charges 
to  make,  bat  to  the  contrary.  If  the  Committee  had  so  understood  it,  they 
would  have  readily  entt^rtained  and  fully  investigated  them. 

"  'It  is  proper  to  add  that  your  name  was  dropped  from  the  roll,  not  simply 
because  of  the  statements  made  by  you  after  charges  had  been  preferred  against 
you,  but  because  months,  if  not  years,  before  any  cliarges  were  made,  you  distinctly 
stated  to  various  officers  and  members  of  the  church,  that  you  had  permanently 
abandoned  your  connection  with  it,  thus  bringing  yourself  expressly  within  the 
terms  of  our  rule  upon  this  subject.  Yours  truly, 

*•  '  Mr.  Theodore  Tilton.'  Thomas  G.  Suearman.' 

**  As  the  above  communication  by  Mr.  Shearman  seemed  to  bear  no  official 
but  only  a  private  signature,  I  addressed  to  him  the  following  note  : 

•**174  Livingston-street,  Brooklyn,  May  23,  1874. 
***  Mr.  Thomas  G.  Shearman,  Clerk  of  Plymouth  Church  : 

**  •  Sir, — My  recent  communication  addressed  to  the  Pastor,  the  Associate 
Pastor,  and  the  Clerk  of  Plymouth  Church,  is  acknowledged  by  you  in  a  note 
which  you  seem  to  have  signed  merely  as  a  private  individual,  and  not  as  an 
officer  of  the  church. 

"  '  I  call  your  attention  to  the  fact  that  I  did  not  address  you  in  your  private 
capacity,  but  solely  as  the  Clerk  of  Plymouth  Church. 

*'  *  I  therefore  respectfully  request  to  be  informed  by  you,  definitely  and  in 
writing,  whether  or  not  I  am  at  lilJerty  to  regard  your  letter  as  an  official  reply 
to  mine.  Truly  yours, 

Theodore  Tilton.' 

"  Mr.  Shearman's  reply  was  as  follows  : 

" '  81  Hicks  street,  Brooklyn,      ) 

May  29,  1874.  f 

"*  Dear  Sir:  In  reply  to  your  inquiry  whether  my  letter  of  18th  inst.  was  an 
official  answer  to  yours  of  4th  inst.,  1  beg  to  say  that. I  did  not  feel  at  liberty, 
"without  the  express  authority  of  the  church  itself,  to  sigu  that  letter  as  its  clerk. 

*' '  In  so  far  as  the  letter  stated  that  your  proposition  of  May  4  was  declined,  it 
was  official:  since  as  Clerk  of  tlie  church  1  declined  then,  and  decline  now,  to  lay 
the  proposal  before  the  church  itself,  holding  myself  responsible  to  the  church 
for  so  doing. 

"  *  Tlie  remainder  of  the  letter  of  18th  inst.  must  be  regarded  as  my  individual 
statement  of  what  I  believe  to  be  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  officers  of  the 
church. 

Tour  obedient  servant, 

Thomas  Q.  Shearman. 

"  •  Mr.  Theodore  Tilton.' 

**  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  Mr.  Shearman,  in  answer  to  my  inquiry,  character- 
izes his  previous  letter  to  me  as  partly  official  and  partly  unofficial — though  how 
he  could  originally  have  expected  me  to  draw  the  dividing  line  between  its  two 
parts  without  this  subsequent  explanation,  I  am  at  a  loss  to  understand.  But 
the  official  portion  of  his  letter  (now  that  it  has  been  pointed  out  to  me)  is  suffi- 
cient to  answer  your  query,  •  When  did  Mr.  Tilton  cease  to  be  resixonsible  to  the 
Plymouth  Cliurcli  ?*  I  respectfully  submit  that,  setting  aside  all  previous  cavils 
and  technicalities  concerning  the  church-roll,  I  may  be  fairly  said  to  have  ceased 
my  responsibility  to  Plymouth  Church  when  the  Clerk  of  that  church  officially 
ioformed  me  that  my  voluntary  offer  to  return  and  be  tried  was  officially  de- 
clined. 

•*  IV.  In  your  five  essays  you  were  led,  throtlgh  ignorance  of  the  facts,  to 
make  several  other  erroneous  and  injurious  statements  concerning  my  case  ;  but 
the  corrections  and  explaaations  which  I  have  already  given  will  of  themselves 
correct  the  others. 

*•  — It  now  remains  for  me  to  give  you  some  reasons  why  I  have  been  prompted, 
after  years  of  reticence,  to  lay  before  you  the  grave  matters  contained  in  this 
communication.  Nothing  could  induce  me  to  make  my  present  use  of  the  fore- 
going facts  except  the  conviction  which  the  events  of  the  last  year,  and  particu- 
larly of  the  last  half  year,  have  forced   upon  my  mind  that  Mr.  Beecher,  or  his 


424  TESTIMONY    OF    F,     D.     MOULT  ON,  [9th  Day. 

legal  and  other  agents  acting  in  Mb  interest  and  by  his  consent,  have  shown  them- 
selves willing  to  sacrifice  my  good  name  for  the  maintenance  of  his.  I  have  come 
slowly  to  this  judgment — more  slowly  than  my  personal  friends  have  done  ; 
but  that  1  am  not  mistaken  in  it,  you  shall  see  by  a  few  illustrative  instances : 

**  I.  I  have  already  shown  you  how  the  church,  at  a  public  meeting,  on  Fri- 
day evening,  Oct.  31,  1873,  by  an  official  document  which  wa.s  published  the  next 
morning  in  every  leading  journal  in  New  York,  gave  the  public  falsely  to  under- 
stand that  1  had  been  cited  to  answer  char^fes,  when  I  had  really  been  requested 
not  to  answer  ihem : — a  piece  of  ecclesiastical  misrepresentation,  which  was  the 
more  grievous  to  me  because  it  was  subsequently  accepted  by  the  Council  as 
authentic,  and  because  it  is  still  widely  believed  by  the  public. 

**  11.  Mr.  Beecher's  journal,  The  Christian  Union,  published  this  official 
falsehood  to  a  wide  circle  of  readers,  and  took  no  notice  of  the  correction  which 
1  addressed  at  the  time  in  a  brief  note  to  the  Council.  Let  me  ask  you  to  weigh 
the  peculiar  gravity  of  this  omission  by  that  journal.  My  case,  as  presented  to 
the  Council  by  the  two  protesting  churches,  was  based  by  them,  not  on  any  pri- 
vate or  accurate  knowledge  of  the  facts,  but  solely  on  the  published  mis-state- 
ments of  those  facts  by  Plymouth  Church.  I  was  described  by  the  two  churches 
to  the  Council  as  follows  : 

"  '  Specific  charges  of  grossly  un-Christian  conduct  are  presented  against  him 
by  a  brother  in  the  church,  to  which  ehnrges  he  declines  to  answer**  &c. 

*•  You  will  remember  that  1  promptly  addressed  to  you  a  reply  to  the  above, 
in  which  I  used  the  following  explicit  words  : 

**  *  Gentlemen  of  the  Council,  every  man  among  you  knows  that  I  did  net 
decline  to  answer.' 

**  You,  as  Moderator  of  the  Council,  courteously  gave  me  the  ecclesiastical 
reasons  why  my  letters  could  not  be  officially  laid  before  that  body  ;  but  can  you 
give  me  any  lumorable  reason  why  my  defense  should  not  have  been  published 
in  The  Christian  Union?  If  every  other  American  journal  should  be  destroycni, 
and  only  the  files  of  The  Chrv<tian  Union  should  remain,  that  journars  report 
of  my  case  would  represent  me  as  a  culprit,  first,  who  had  slandered  a  clergy- 
man :  next,  who  had  been  summoned  before  the  church  to  answer  for  this 
calumniation  ;  next,  who  had  evaded  this  suuimons  by  resorting  to  the  safe-shelter 
of  non-membership  ;  and  last,  who  on  account  of  this  moral  poltroonery,  had 
been  dropped  from  the  roll.  Such  is  the  record  which  Mr.  Beecher's  journal 
contains  of  my  case,  up  to  date. 

"  111.  During  the  Council,  and  when  there  seemed  a  probability  that  Plymouth 
Church  would  receive  condemnation  and  be  disfellowshipped  by  the  neighboring 
churches,  Mr.  Beecher  inspired  a  message  from  his  church  to  the  Council,  closing 
with  these  words : 

**  *  We  hold  that  it  is  our  right,  and  may  be  our  duty,  to  avoid  the  evils  in- 
cident to  a  public  explanation  or  a  public  trial ;  and  that  such  an  exercise  of  our 
discretion  furnishes  no  good  ground  for  the  interference  of  other  churches, 
provided  we  neither  retain  within  our  felloipship,  nor  dismiss  by  letter,  as  in  regular 
standing,  persons  w/to  bring  open  dishonor  upon  tJie  Christian  name.' 

"  This  adroit  insinuation  against  me  is  what  you,  as  Moderator  of  the 
Council,  know  to  have  been  the  turning  point  in  the  fortunes  of  Plymouth 
Church  before  that  tribunal.  The  Council's  verdict  borrows  almost  these  identi- 
cal words.  It  says,  *  The  accused  person  has  not  been  retained  in  the  church, 
nor  commended  to  any  other  church.'  You  too  quote  these  word.s — borrowed 
thus  doubly  from  the  Church's  plea  and  from  the  Council's  verdict — and  you  then 
logically  say,  *  Therefore  the  abnormal  method  in  which  the  charges  against 
him  [me]  were  disposed  of  was  overlooked.*  In  other  words,  the  &)uncil,  on 
reading  the  above  excusatory  petition  sent' up  to  it  by  Plymouth  Church,  found 
in  it  the  one  and  only  ground  for  retaining  that  church  within  the  Congrega- 
tional  fellowship  ;  and  this  one  and  only  jjround  was  because  Mr.  Beecher's  final 
appeal  to  the  C'Ouncil  represented  me  as  a  person  who  had  neither  been  retained 
in  his  church,  nor  been  recommended  to  any  other,  but  who  was  dropped  from 
the  roll  for  bringing  '  dishonor  on  thts  Christian  name.'  This  document — con- 
stituting  Plymouth  Church's  ungenerous  defense  before  the  Council — was  ac- 
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cepted  by  joa  in  eood  faitb,  and  has  since  led  jou  to  point  agidnst  nie  t>.-  fol- 
lowinl^  cruel  worcU : 

"  *  Tiie  Plymouth  Church/  you  say,  'made it  k\iownthat  they  were  no  longer 
responsible  for  the  dishonor  which  he  has  brought  or  may  bring  on  the  name  of 
Christ.  They  dropped  him  from  the  roll  of  the  church.  In  one  word,  they 
excommunicated  him,  for  such  a  dropping  from  the  roll  was  excommunication 
from  the  church.' 

"  You  never  could  have  uttered  the  preceding  injurious  words  against  me, 
liAd  not  Mr.  Beecher  and  his  church-agents  given  you  the  materials  for  so  doing 
bj  ingeniously  putting  before  the  Council  a  document  which  you  as  Moderator 
interprett^  as  being  only  another  way  of  Plymouth  Church's  saying  that  I  had 
broaght  dishonor  on  the  Christian  name,  and  had  therefore  been  excommuni- 
cated. 

*'  Do  not  misunderstand  me.  I  will  not  say  that,  in  my  unsuccessful  manage- 
ment of  this  unhappy  scandal.  I  have  brought  no  'dishonor  on  the  Christian 
name ' — the  one  name  which,  of  all  others,  I  most  !>eek  to  honor.  With  infinite 
sorrow  I  look  back  through  the  last  few  years,  and  see  instances  in  which,  by  the 
fatality  of  my  false  position,  I  have  brought  peculiar  '  dishouor  on  the  Christian 
name' — all  which  I  fr(*ely  acknowledge,  and  hope  yet  to  repair.  But  I  solnmnly 
aver — and  no  man  shall  gainsay  me — that  the  reason  why  Plymouth  Church 
avoided  an  investigation  into  the  scandal  with  which  I  was  charged,  was  not 
because  /,  but  another  mau,  had  '  brought  dishonor  on  the  Christian  uame.' 
And  yet  this  other  person,  a  clerj^yman,  permitted  his  church  to  brand  me  before 
the  Council  with  an  accusation  which,  had  I  been  in  his  place,  and  he  in  mine, 
I  would  have  voluntarily  borne  for  myself,  instead  of  casting  on  another. 

"  III.  I  will  adduce  a  further  instance  by  a  quotation  from  a  letter  which  I 
had  occasiou  to  address  to  Mr.  Beecher,  dated  May  1,  1874 : 
•*  •  Henry  Ward  Beecher: 

**  *  Sir, — Mr.  F.  B.  Carpenter  mentions  to  me  your  saying  to  him  that  under 
certain  conditions,  involving  certain  disavowals  by  me,  a  sum  of  money  would  or 
e7ald  be  raised  Uy  send  me,  with  my  family,  to  Europe  for  a  term  of  years. 

'* '  The  occasion  compels  me  to  tstate  explicitly  that  so  long  hs  life  and  self- 
respect  continue  to  exist  together  in  my  breast,  I  shall  be  debarred  from  receiving, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  any  pecuniary  or  other  favor  at  your  hands. 

*' '  The  reason  for  this  feeling  on  my  part  you  know  so  well  that  I  will  spare 
joa  the  statement  of  it.  Yours  truly, 

TOEODORB  TiLTON.' 

**  IV.  Take  another  instance.  You  will  perceive  that  in  Mr.  Shearman's  letter, 
^iven  above— the  letter  officially  declining  my  offer  to  return  to  the  church  to  be 
tried — he  says,  under  date.  May  18,  1874: 

"  'Your  note  of  4th  inst.,  enclosing  a  letter  addressed  to  Mr.  Beecher,  Mr. 
Halliday,  and  myself,  was  duly  received.  Thin  letter  han  been  read  by  Mr.  IlaUi- 
dfty,  with  ^tfiose  conrnrrenr^  it  has  been  submitted  to  the  Examining  Committee.' 

**  And  yet,  a  month  and  a  half  after  Mr.  Halliday  saw  this  letter,  and  a  month 
after  Mr.  Shearman  had  officially  replied  to  it.  The  B/ooklyn  Union  of  June 
19ih  contained  the  following  singular  statement  by  a  reporter  who  visited  Mr. 
HaUiday : 

•*  *  In  an  extract,*  says  T%e  Union^  '  from  a  letter  written  to  The  Chicago 
Tribum,  it  is  stated  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  addressed  a  note  to  the  "  trustees  of 
Pljmoutli  Church."  The  Tribune's  correspondent  declares  that  Mr,  Tilton  *'  not 
only  expresses  his  willingness  but  desire  to  answer  any  summons  as  a  witness 
daring  the  next  thirty  days."  A  Union  reponer  (Mr.  Tilton  not  being  access- 
ible) called  on  Rev.  Mr.  Halliday  to-day,  and,  upon  presenting  the  extract  to  him, 
waa  assured  that  the  person  who  corresponded  with  The  Chicago-  Tribune  must 
have  been  misinformed.  The  very  fact  of  his  statiu^  that  the  letter  was  ad- 
dressed "to  the  trustees  of  the  church,"  he  said,  **was  an  absurdity."  The 
trustees  only  attended  to  temporalities  of  the  church.  If  Mr.  Tilton  Jiad  written 
$ueh  a  letter^  of  which,  hoicever,  he  h/id  no  knowledge,  it  irouid  iMve  been  either 
addressed  to  the  church,  to  its  pastor,  or  to  some  tnemlter  or  members.  At  the  last 
Friday  evening  meeting  no  such  leiteV  had  been  presented  for  consideration,  and 
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he  was  certain  none  had  since  been  received,  altliough  lie  must  say  he  had 
been  absent  in  Massachusetts  about  a  week,  tie  added  th'U  he  had  re-a$on  for 
believing  tJiat  Mr.  TiUonfeU  "  a  little  sore  ahaiit  what  Rev.  Mr.  Bacon  had  Mid  of 
him.     But  whether  he  would  take  to  writing  letters  about  it  he  coiUdrVt  sap."  ' 

"  And  yet  Mr.  Hallidaj,  according  to  Mr.  Shearman's  testimony  above  given, 
had  read  my  letter  forty  days  before  thus  denying  that  he  had  ever  seen  or  neard 
of  it. 

"  A  similar  (Statement  to  the  above  appeared  in  The  Brooklyn  Ekigle  at  the 
same  time  (June  20)  as  follows  : 

" '  The  trustees  of  Plymouth  Church  deny  that  Theodore  Tilton  has  addressed 
a  letter  to  them  offering  himself  as  a  witness,  and  expressing  a  desire  to  answer 
certain  charcres  against  Mr.  Beecher,  during  the  next  thirty  days.  They  say  that 
the  whole  story  is  false  from  beginning  to  end.' 

"  The  above  are  recent  specimens — not  solitary  or  unique — of  the  manner  in 
which  Mr.  Beecher's  agents  have  not  hesitated  to  use  the  Brooklyn  press,  on  nu- 
merous occasions,  to  misrepresent  and  pervert  my  case  to  the  community  in 
which  I  reside,  and  to  the  public  at  large. 

*'  V.  Furthermore,  I  regret  to  point  you  to  the  evidence  that  Plymouth 
Church,  or  rather  the  attorney  who  now  acts  as  its  clerk,  is  attempting  to  make 
up  a  false  but  plausible  record  concerning  this  case  for  the  purpose  of  appealing 
to  it  in  future  to  my  disadvantage.  It  was  to  this  end  that  Mr.  Shearman  in- 
geniously incorporated  in  his  letter  to  me,  dated  May  18,  1874,  the  following 
words  : 

*'  *  We  do  not  understand  your  letter  as  implying  that  you  have  any  charges 
to  make,  but  the  contrary.  If  the  Committee  Ji/id  so  understood  it,  they  would  have 
readily  entertained  and  fully  investigated  them.' 

••  The  manifest  object  of  the  above  record  is  to  enable  the  church  to  say,  a 
year  or  five  years  hence,  that  if  I  ever  had  any  charges  to  make  against  Mr. 
Beecher,  the  church  had  long  Ago  given  me  an  abundant  opportunity  to  make 
them.  Mr.  Shearman  is  still  more  bold  in  his  communication  to  The  Independent, 
dated  June  18,  1874.     He  therein  says  of  the  church  : 

"'Its  officers  have,  in  the  proper  way,  without  parade,  given  every  fncUUy 
for  investigatifm  that  could  reasonably  be  desired  even  by  the  most  captious  critics.* 

•*  The  above  statement  by  Mr.  Shearman  is  made  in  a  letter  which  was  put 
forth  by  him  ostensibly  in  my  interest,  and  which  I  am  alretidy  accilsed  of  hav- 
ing inspired.  This  leads  me  to  disavow  the  declaration  which  I  have  last 
quoted,  as  insincere,  and  at  variance  with  the  truth. 

"  VI.  Not  to  multiply  instances  needlessly,  there  is  one  other  to  which  my 
self-respect  compels  me  to  allude  with  painful  expJicitness.  In  your  New  Haven 
speech  you  characterized  Mr.  Beecher  as  the  most  magnanimous  of  men,  and  in 
the  context  referred  to  me  as  a  knave  and  dog.  You  left  the  public  to  infer 
that  I  had  become  in  some  despicable  way  the  creature  of  Mr.  Beecher's  magnan- 
imity. Early  in  April  last  I  called  Mr.  Beecher's  attention  to  the  offensiveness 
and  injuriousness  of  your  statement,  and  informed  him  that  I  should  insist  on 
its  correction  either  by  him  or  me.  In  order  to  provide  him  with  an  easy  way  to 
correct  it,  involving  no  humiliation  to  his  feelings,  I  addressed  to  you  the  fol- 
lowing letter : 

'"  Brooklyn,  AprU  3. 1874. 
"  *  Rev.  Leonard  Bacon,  D.D.: 

*•*  My  Dear  Sir, — I  have  just  been  reading  The  Tribune's  report  of  your  Yale 
speech  on  the  Brooklyn  Council,  in  which  occurs  the  following  paragraph  : 

*'  *  Another  part  of  my  theory  is  that  Mr.  Beecher's  magnanimity  is  unspeaka- 
ble. I  never  knew  a  man  of  a  larger  and  more  generous  mind.  One  who  was  in 
relations  to  him  the  most  intimate  possible,  said  to  me,  **  If  I  wanted  to  secure 
his  highest  love,  I  would  go  into  a  church-meeting  and  accuse  him  of  crimes." 
This  is  his  spirit.  But  I  think  he  may  carry  it  too  far.  A  man  whose  life  is  a 
treasure  to  the  Church  Universal,  to  his  country,  to  his  age,  has  no  right  to 
subject  the  faith  in  it  to  such  a  strain.  Some  one  has  said  that  Plymouth 
Church's  dealing  with  offenders  is  like  Dogberry's.  The  comparison  was  apt  : 
"  If  anyone  will  not  stand,  let  him  go  and  gather  the  guard,  and  thank  God  that 
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joa  are  rid  of  each  a  knave.'*    So  of  Lance,  who  went  into  the  stocks  and  the 

gUloiy  to  save  his  dog  from  execution  for  stealing  puddings  and  geese.  I  tliink 
e  would  have  done  better  to  let  the  dog  die.  And  i  think  Mr.  Beecher  would 
have  done  better  to  have  let  vengeance  come  on  the  heads  of  his  slanderers.' 
•        •        •        • 

"  '  Setting  aside  the  satire  and  mirth,  if  there  be  any  criticism  directed  toward 
me  in  these  words  in  sobriety  and  earnestness,  then  I  beg  jou  to  do  me  the  fol- 
lowing act  of  justice  : 

*'  *  Please  forward  to  Mr.  Beecher  the  letter  which  I  am  now  writing,  and  ask 
liim  to  inform  jou,  on  his  WDr.l  of  honor,  whether  1  have  been  his  slanderer — 
whether  I  have  spoken  against  him  falsely — whether  I  have  evaded  my  just  re- 
iiponsibiHty  to  Plymouth  Church — whether  I  have  treated  him  other  than  with 
the  highest  possible  fairness — and  whether  he  has  not  acknowledged  to  me,  in 
1ar]ge  and  ample  terms,  that  my  course  toward  him  in  this  ^orrowful  business  has 
been  marked  by  the  magnanimity  which  you  apparently  intimate  has  character- 
iied  hiU  toward  me. 

"  '  If  you  will  write  to  Mr.  Beecher  as  I  have  indicated,  I  will  thank  you  for  a 
line  an  the  words  or  substance  of  his  reply. 

With  great  respect,  I  am  truly  yours, 

Theodore  Tilton.' 

"In  reply  to  the  above  letter,  you  sent  me  the  following : 

••  •  New  Haven,  April  10,  1874. 
«  •  Thsodare  Tilton,  Esq.: 

"  Deau  Sm. — Not  being  in  Mr.  Beecher's  confidence,  I  have  doubted  what 
I  oag^t  to  do  with  your  letter  written  a  week  ago.  I  was  not — ^and  am  not — 
willing  to  demand  of  him  that  he  shall  admit  me  to  his  confidence  in  a  matter 
on  wliich  he  chooses  to  be  reticent.  But  as  the  letter  seems  to  have  been  written 
for  him  quite  as  much  as  for  me,  1  have  now  sent  it  to  him  without  asking  or 
expecting  any  reply. 

•  •  •  •  •  •  • 

*•  *  With  the  best  wishes  for  your  welfare,  I  am. 

Yours  truly, 

Leonard  Bacon.* 
"It  is  now  between  two  and  three  months  since  I  received  from  you  the 
foregoing  letter ;  and  as  I  have  not  heard  that  Mr.  Beecher  has  made  a  reply, 
either  to  you  or  to  me,    1  am  at  last  forced  to  the  disagreeable  necessity  of 
borrowing  a  reply  in  his  own  words  as  follows : 

"*  Brooklyn,  Jan.  1, 1871. 
•* '  I  ask  Theodore  Tilton *s  forgiveness,  and  humble  myself  before  him  as  I 
do  before  my  God.  He  would  have  been  a  better  man  in  my  circumstances  than 
I  have  been.  I  can  ask  nothing  except  that  he  will  remember  all  the  other 
breasts  that  would  ache.  I  will  not  plead  for  myself.  I  even  wish  that  I  were 
doML 

•  •  •  •  •  •  • 

H.  W.  Beecher.' 

"  The  above  brief  extract  from  Mr.  Beecher's  own  testimony  will  be  suffi- 
cient, without  adducing  the  remainder  of  the  document,  to  show  that  1  have  just 
ground  to  resist  the  imputation  that  I  am  the  creature  of  his  magnanimity. 

"  In  conclusion,  the  common  impression  that  I  have  circulated  and  promoted 
seandals  against  Mr.  Beecher,  is  not  true.  I  doubt  if  any  other  man  in  Brooklyn, 
during  the  whole  extent  of  the  last  four  years,  has  spoken  to  so  few  persons 
on  this  subject  as  I  have  done.  A  mere  handful  of  my  intimate  friends — who 
hmd  a  right  to  understand  the  case — ^are  the  only  persons  to  whom  I  have 
eTer  communicated  the  facts.  To  all  other  persons,  I  have  been  dumb — 
reeisting  all  questions,  and  refusing  all  explanations. 

"  If  the  public  have  heretofore  considered  my  silence  hA  inexplicable,  let  my 
sotBcient  motive  be  now  seen  in  the  just  forbearance  which  I  felt  morally 
bound  to  show  to  a  man  who  had  sent  me  a  written  and  absolute  apology. 

"  But  my  duty  to  continue  this  forbearance  ceased  when  the  spirit  of  that 
•pology  was  violated  to  my  injury  by  its  author  or  his  agents.  These  violations 
b*Te  been  multitudinous  already,  and  they  threaten  to  multiply  in  the  futur^^ 
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forcing  me  to  protect  myself  against  them  in  advance — particularly  against  the 
cunning  devices  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Church  who,  acting  as  an  attorney,  appears 
to  be  conducting  this  business  against  me  as  if  it  were  a  case  at  law. 

••  Had  the  fair  spirit  which  I  had  a  right  to  expect  from  Plymouth  Church — 
at  leaat  for  its  pastor's  sake — been  shown  toward    me,  I  would  have  continued 
to  rest  in  silence  on  Mr.  Beecher's  apology,  and  never  during  the  remainder  of 
my  life  would  I  have  permitted  any  public  word  of  mine  to  allude  to  the  offense 
or  the  offender, 

"  But  the  injurious  measures  which  the  author  of  this  apology  has  since 

f permitted  his  church  to  take  against  me,  without  protest  on  his  part — measures 
eading  to  the  misrepresentation  of  my  case  and  character  by  the  church  to  the 
Council,  and  by  the  Council  to  the  general  public — involving  gross  injuries  to 
me,  which  have  been  jf really  aggravated  by  your  writings — all  these  indictments, 
conjoining;  to  one  eud,  have  put  me  before  nty  countrymen  in  the  character  of  a 
base  and  bad  man — a  character  which,  I  trust,  is  foreign  to  my  nature  and  life. 
Under  the  accumulating  weight  of  this  odium,  unjustly  bestowed  on  me,  neither 
patience  nor  charity  can  demand  that  I  keep  silent. 

"  In  your  capacity  as  ex-Moderator  of  tlie  Council,  and  as  its  cliief  expositor, 
you  have  labelled  the  theme  of  your  animadversions  '  the  celebrated  case  of 
Theodore  Tilton.'  You  have  declared  that '  the  transaction  with  all  its  conse- 
quences belongs  to  history,  and  is  in  every  way  a  legitimate  subject  of  public 
criticism.'  If,  therefore,  your  estimate  of  the  historic  importance  of  the  case  is 
true  (though  I  hope  it  is  uoi),  I  now  finally  appeal  to  you  as  its  chief  historiAU 
not  to  represent  me  as  playing  an  unmanly  or  dishonorable  part  in  a  case  in 
which,  so  far  as  I  can  yet  see,  I  have  failed  in  no  duty  save  to  myself. 

Trulv  yours,  Theodore  Tilton." 

[Letter  marked  *'  Exhibit  No.  33."]* 

Mr.  Evarts. — Before  we  adjourn,  will  you  allow  me  to  suggest  to  the  counsel 
that  we  would  like  to  see,  on  the  termination  of  the  recess,  the  original 
papers  which  are  substitutes  for  those  just  read.  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — That  will  be  done,  unless  the  illness  of  Mr.  Morris  continues. 

AFTERNOON  SESSION. 

Francis  D.  MouiiTON's  direct  examination  resumed. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Before  the  recess  you  stated  that  you  promised  Mr.  Beecber, 
if  possible,  to  prevent  the  publication  of  the  Bacon  letter.  If  you  used  any 
efforts  in  that  direction,  you  will  please  now  state  them?  A.  1  went  to  The 
Golden  Aye  office  after  the 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  don't  understand  that  to  be  admissible. 

Q.  Did  you  make  efforts  in  pursuance  of  your  promise  to  Mr.  Beecber  to 
prevent  the  publication  of  that  letter  ?    A.  I  did. 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  we  object  to. 

Mr.  Beach. — Did  you  apprise  Mr.  Beecher  of  the  efforts  you  made  t  A. 
Yes,  sir ;  I  told  him  what  I  had  done. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — What  did  you  report  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  you  had  done  in 
that  direction  ? 

Mr.  J^arf«.— We"  want  to  get  it  right. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — We  want  to  get  it  right. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Yes,  but  we  don't  want  to  get  wrong  first. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  have  a  right  to  show  what  he  did  and  what  he  reported. 

The  Witness.—l  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  I  went  to  The  Oolden  Age  office 
the  day  after  the  letter  had  be'in  r'^ad  to  me  to  suggest  further  alterations  to 
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Mr.  Tilton — changes  that  I  deemed  necessary;  and  I  said  to  him  that  after  I 
had  made  these  suggestions  to  Mr.  Tilton,  he  told  me  that  the  paper  had 
gone  to  press.  I  told  Theodore  that  I  thought — ^I  said  to  Theodore  that  the 
letter  ought  not  to  be  published,  that  I  had  told  him  that  the  night  that  he 
had  read  the  letter  to  me  in  the  presence  of  witnesses,  and  that  I  had  said 
that  to  him  in  the  presence  of  witnesses,  and  that  I  had  said  the  same  thing 
to  him  the  day  ailer  I  had  heard  the  letter  read ;  that  he  insisted  on  its  pub- 
lication ;  and  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  *'  I  have  done  the  best  I  could.  I  have 
procured  the  introduction  in  this  letter  of  the  word  *  offense  *  in  place  of  the 
words  ^  that  he  has  committed  against  me  and  my  family  a  revolting  crime." 

Q.  Had  you  done,  previous  to  that  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher,  what 
you  reported  to  him  to  have  done  ?     A.  Certainly. 

Q.  Take  the  Bacon  letter  and  point  out  specifically  the  alterations  which 
JOQ  suggested,  and  winch  were  made  in  pursuance  of  your  suggestion  ?  A. 
[Beading  from  the  Bacon  letter.]  *^In  producing  to  your  inspection  some 
hitherto  unpublished  papers  and  documents  in  this  case,  I  need  first  to  state 
a  few  facts  in  chronological  sequence,  sufiicient  to  explain  the  documentary 
evidence  which  follows:  1.  After  I  had  been  for  fifteen  years  a  member  of 
Plymouth  Church,  and  had  become,  meanwhile,  an  intimate  friend  of  the 
pastor,  knowledge  came  to  me  in  1870  that  he  had  committed  against  me  an 
offense  which  I  forbear  to  name  or  characterize."  It  read,  sir,  in  the  original 
manuscript,  if  I  remember  correctly — the  substance  of  it  I  do  remember  cor 
rectly — ** knowledge  came  to  me  in  1870  that  he  had  committed  against  me 
and  my  family  a  revolting  crime." 

Mr,  Starts, — Is  the  original  manuscript  in  existence?  A.  I  don't  know, 
sir,  whether  it  is  or  not. 

Mr.  Ev'irU, — We  would  like  to  have  that,  if  it  is. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Now,  if  any  other  alteration  was  made,  please  state  it  t 
A.  Well,  sir,  I  forget  the  alterations.  Perhaps  if  I  should  read  the  letter 
carefully 

Mr.  Eoarts. — He  has  not  testified  to  any  but  this  one. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Well,  Mr.  Evart^  I  did  not  say  he  had.  I  only  asked 
him,  if  any  other  alterations  were  made,  now  to  state  them. 

Mr.  Evarts. — No,  this  is  the  point :  This  matter  he  has  stated  as  having  been 
a  subject  talked  about  between  him  and  Mr.  Beecher,  but  this  is  the  only  altera- 
tion that  he  has  spoken  of  as  being  the  subject  between  him  and  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  still  do  not  see  the  occasion  of  the  interruption. 

Judge  Neilson. — Tou  might  avoid  the  objection  by  asking  him  whethex 
he  reported  any  other  alteration  to  Mr.  Beecher,  and,  if  so,  what  ? 

Mr.  Emrt$, — Exactly. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — That  is  true.  I  might  incorporate  two  questions  into  one, 
but  I  do  not  know  that  that  is  absolutely  necessary  in  the  trial  of  a  cause. 

Judos  Neilson. — ^I  think  the  testimony  must  be  limited  to  the  alterationB 
he  reported  to  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — I  propose  to  limit  it. 

Mr.  Evarts. — One  he  has  testified  to. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — ^I  am  aware  of  that.    It  is  not  worth  while  to  indicftte  to 
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me  what  he  has  testified  to.     I  understand  it  perfectly  well.    I  don't  want 
interruptions  for  the  sake  of  interruptions. 

Mr.  EmrU. — No. 

Mr.  FvUerton. — Now,  if  there  was  any  other  alteration  made  in  that 
document  before  it  was  printed,  I  want  you  to  point  it  out?  A.  I  did  tcU 
Mr.  Beecher  tliat  I  had  sujjgested  other  alterations.  I  don't  remember  what 
they  are  now,  but  I  told  him  what  they  were. 

Q.  What  occurred  subsequently  to  that  in  reference  to  the  Bacon  letter  I 
any  conversation  you  may  ha\e  had  with  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  it,  you 
may  now  detail,  if  you  please.  A.  Mr.  Beecher  said  that  the  Bacon  letter 
was  a  dead  shot;  I  remember  that  expression. 

Q.  In  what  conversation  did  he  make  use  of  that  term  ?  A.  When  he 
came  to  talk  to  me  about — when  he  came  and  said  to  me — asked  me  what 
reply  I  thought  it  was  best  to  make  to  the  Bacon  letter,  if  any. 

Q.  And  what  reply  did  you  counsel?  A.  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  **I 
recommend  the  same  policy  that  we  pursued  in  regard  to  the  Victoria  Wood- 
hull  letter  or  document — silence." 

Q.  Was  any  other  course  proposed  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  submitted  to  him  a 
paper  which  I  had  dictated  to  Frank  Carpenter,  and  I  said:  *'Mr.  Beecher,  if 
anything  is  said  I  deem  it  most  judicious  that  this  should  be  said,"  and  I  read 
to  him  that  which  I  had  dictated  to  Mr.  Carpenter. 

Q.  In  whose  handwriting  was  that  paper  ?  A.  That  paper  was  in  Car- 
penter's handwriting.     Mr.  Beecher  asked  me  for  a  copy  of  it. 

Q.  Did  you  give  him  a  copy  of  it  ?    A.  I  did  give  him  a  copy  of  it. 

Q.  In  whose  handwriting  was  the  copy  ?    A.  It  was  in  my  handwriting. 

Q.  Look  at  the  paper  now  shown  you  and  say  whether  it  is  the  original 
of  that  paper  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  the  original. 

Q.  What  occurred  between  you  and  Mr.  Beecher  with  reference  to  this 
proposed  card  after  the  interview  of  which  you  have  just  spoken  ?  A.  Well, 
I  have  not  finished  that  interview. 

Q.  Well,  please  finish  it  ?  A.  I  said  Mr.  Beecher  asked  me  for  a  copy  of 
it.  I  gave  him  a  copy  of  it,  with  an  alteration  or  two  in  it,  and  he  said  that 
he  would  make  a  copy  of  it  in  his  own  handwriting — ^make  a  copy  of  that 
copy  in  his  own  handwriting,  and  submit  it  to  some  of  his  friends. 

Q.  Did  he  afterwards  state  whether  he  had  submitted  it  to  his  friends  f 
A.  I  don't  remember  whether  he  did  or  not,  sir. 

Q.  What  occurred  with  reference  to  that  card  at  any  time  after  that  ?  A. 
I  met  Mr.  Beecher  on  July  the  5th,  I  think,  and  I  said,  "Well,  Mr.  Beecher, 
you  have  not  uttered  from  your  pulpit,  or  anywhere — given  utterance  to  the 
words  that  I  prepared  for  you ;  at  least  I  have  not  seen  any  such  expression ; " 
and  he  said,  '*No,  you  advised  silence  particularly."  **  Yes,"  I  said,  **I 
advised  silence,  but  I  think  you  have  had  a  good  opportunity  to  make  that 
expression ;"  and  I  said,  **  At  the  Friday  evening  prayer-meeting  your  church 
seemed  to  be  in  entire  sympathy  with  you,  and  I  think  you  might  have  availed 
ypurself  of  that  occasion  to  have  made  that  expression."  And  he  said, 
**  Well,  I  am  not  to  blame  for  that.  You  advised  silence,  and  I  have  followed 
the  course  you  advised." 
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Mr.  FuUerton. — I  now  offer  the  paper  in  evidence. 

The  Witness. — I  had  a  subsequent  conversation  with  Mr.  Bcecher  about  it, 
and  I  told  him  that  I  had  seen  Gen.  Tracy  concerning  a  reply  to  the  Bacon 
letter,  and  that  I  had  asked  Gen.  Tracy  if  he  had  submitted  tlie  paper  to 
him,  and  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Tracy's  reply  was  that  he  had  seen  a 
paper  in  which  he  thought  he  detected  my  handiwork,  and  that  Gen.  Tracy 
had  said  to  me  that  the  words  **I  have  committt^d  no  crime,"  really  said 
nothing  in  denial  of  the  fact  as  alleged  by  Mr.  Til  ton  against — or  as  to  the 
fact  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher— or  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mrs.  Tilton's 
relations;  that  as  nearly  as  I  could  remember  the  words  he  said,  ''I  have  com- 
mitted no  crime,''  did  not  mean  anything,  because  adultery  was  no  crime 
under  the  common  law.  That  is  as  nearly  as  I  could  repeat  it,  and  I  said  to 
him  that  I  had  told  Gen.  Tracy  that  I  did  not  think  that  was  a  good  objec- 
tion; that  I  thought  the  community  would  accept  that  card  as  a  distinct 
denial — that  utterance,  rather — that  that  utterance  would  be  accepted  by  the 
community  as  a  distinct  denial,  and  that  it  ought  to  be  made,  or  some  such 
Qtterancc  should  be  made,  since  Beecher  assented — since  Mr.  Tilton  assented 
to  peace  if  that  utterance  was  made,  or  if  silence  was  kept. 

Q.  You  are  now  relating  the  conversation  that  you  had  with  Mr.  Beecher, 
in  which  you  repeated  the  conversation  that  you  had  with  Mr.  Tracy  ?  A. 
Preciselv. 

Q.  And  did  you  have  that  conversation  with  Mr.  Tracy  as  you  repeated  it 
to  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  I  did. 

Mr.  Fnll^ton. — I  will  now  read  this. 

Mr.  Tracy. — There  has  been  an  alteration  in  this. 

The  Witness. — Two  unessential  changes. 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  one  he  gave  to  Mr.  Beecher  ought  to  be  the  one  produced. 

Mr.  Bmrts. — Let  us  understand  about  it.  I  hold  in  my  hand  what  is 
considered  as  an  original  paper,  in  a  certain  sense.  [To  the  witness.]  It  is  a 
paper  in  the  handwriting  of  Mr.  Carpenter,  as  I  understand  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  It  was  written  by  him  from  your  dictation  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  is,  he  wrote  it  down  from  what  you  said  to  ^im  ?    A.  Yes,  dr. 

Q.  This  was  shown  to  Mr.  Bcecher  ?    A.  I  read  it  to  him. 

Q.  Well,  read  it  to  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  and  I  made  a  copy  of  it. 

Q.  And  made  a  copy  of  it  which  was  an  exact  copy  of  it  ?  A.  No;  it  was 
with  one  or  two  unessential  alterations  in  the  grammatical  construction ;  that 
is  all — the  words. 

Q.  That  we  don't  know  much  about  ?    A.  No. 

Mr.  Evarts. — This  paper  was  shown  to  Mr.  Beecher,  and  this  paper  can 
1>e  read.  Whenever  the  paper  given  to  Mr.  Beecher  is  to  be  read,  why,  that 
^ill  have  to  be  produced.     It  was  changed. 

Mr,  FuUerUm. — I  read  as  follows : 

"  This  church  and  community  are  unquestionably  and  justly  interested 
through  the  recent  publication  by  Theodore  Tilton  in  answer  to  Dr.  Leonard 
Bacon  of  New  Haven. 

"  It  is  true  that  I  have  committed  an  offense  against  Theodore  Tilton  amd 
iHving  to  that  offense  the  force  of  his  construction,  I  made  an  apology  and  rep- 
Itfation  such  as  both  he  and  I  at  the  time  deemed  full  and  necessary.     I  am  con- 
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vinced  that  Mr.  Tilton  has  b«pn  goaded  to  his  defense  by  misrepresentations  or 
misunderstanding  of  my  position  towards  him.  I  nhall  never  be  a  party  to  the 
reopening  of  this  question, which  has  been  honorably  settled  as  between  Theo- 
dore Tilton  and  myself.  I  have  committed  uo  crime,  and  if  this  society  believes 
that  it  is  due  to  it  tliati  should  reopen  this  already  too  painful  subject  or  resign, 
T  will  resign.  I  know  as  God  gives  me  the  power  to  judge  of  myself  that  I  am 
better  fitted  to-day  through  trials  and  chastening  to  do  good,  than  I  have  erer 
been." 

[Letter  marked  •'  Exhibit  No.  34."] 

Q.  At  whose  8u<rgestion,  if  at  anyone^s,  did  you  submit  that  paper  to  Mr. 
Tracy  ?    A.   What  is  the  question  ? 

Q.  At  whose  suggestion,  if  at  anyone^s,  did  you  submit  that  paper  to  the 
consideration  of  Mr.  Tracy  ?    A.  My  own. 

Q.  And  what  was  said  by  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  that  act!  A.  He 
approved  of  it. 

Q.  What  did  he  say,  and  what  did  you  say  to  him  ?  A.  I  said  to  him 
that  I  had  submitted  the  paper  to  Mr.  Tracy,  and  he  said  nothing  farther 
with  regard  to  it;  I  don^t  rcmi-mber  that  he  made  any  reply. 

Mr,  EvarU. — One  moment,  Mr.  Fullerton.  Isn't  there  some  misunderstand- 
ing ?  I  understand  Mr.  Moulton  as  testifying  that  he  asked  Mr.  Tracy  if  Mr. 
Beecher  had  submitted  it  to  him. 

Judge  Nbilbon. — Mr.  Tracy  told  him  that  he  bad  seen  the  paper. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — That  is  not  inconsistent. 

Mr,  Evarts. — I  am  only  asking  to  get  at  the  fact.  Now,  I  understand 
him  to  say  that  he  submitted  the  paper  ?  A.  That  I  submitted  the  paper  to 
Mr.  Tracy  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  I  asked  him  if  he  had  seen  any  paper. 

Mr,  EmrU. — Your  Honor  sees  that  I  am  correct  about  it. 

JUDOK  Neilson. — The  counsel  accept  your  correction. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — Go  on  and  state  what  further  was  said,  if  anything,  to 
Mr.  Beecher,  in  regard  to  that  paper  ?  A.  I  said  that  I  had  asked  Mr.  Tracy 
whether — I  repeated  the  exact  conversation  as  nearly  as  1  could  to  Mr.  Beecher 
that  I  had  had  witli  Mr.  Tracy,  and  I  told  him  what  Mr.  Tracy  had  said,  and 
that  I  did  not  consider  his  objection  was  a  good  one ;  that  was  all. 

Q.  Had  Mr.  Tracy  been  in  any  way  connected  with  this  controversy  prior 
to  that  time  ?    A.  I^e  had;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  is  that  a  reason  why  you  suggested  Mr.  Tracy ^s  name  in  that  con- 
nection ?  A.  That  is  the  reason  that  I  went  to  Mr.  Tracy;  yes,  sir;  one  of 
the  reasons. 

Q.  When  did  Mr.  Tracy's  connection  with  the  case  first  commonce  f  A. 
After  the  Victoria  Woodhull  publication. 

Q.  The  autumn  of  1872,  that  was,  I  think  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  November,  1872. 

Q.  Under  what  circumstances  did  he  become  connected  with  it  ?  A.  My 
partner,  Mr.  Woodruff,  after  the  publication  of  the  Victoria  Woodhull  story, 
came  to  me  and  said  that  I  was  severely  criticised  for  my  position  with  regard 
to  it,  and  that  several  of  his  friends  and  of  my  friends  thought  that  I  should 
say  something,  make  some  statement  with  regard  to  it,  and  I  said  I  didnt 
want  to  do  ii. 

Mr.  Ec'trta, — That  has  nothing  to  do  with  this,  if  your  Honor  pleaae. 
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Mr,  FvUerton, — I  shall  connect  them  all  with  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr,  EtarU, — The  Judge  has  indicated  several  times  that  the  best  way  is 
to  begin  with  Mr.  Boecher's  connection. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  so.  I  think  you  could  have  him  state  what  he 
reported  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  occurred  between  him  and  Mr.  Woodruff,  with- 
out repeating  the  conversation. 

Mr,  FuVerton. — I  can  do  it  in  that  way,  and  I  certainly  will  do  it  in  that 
way  if  your  Honor  so  instructs  me,  but  it  is  not  the  natural  order  of  events, 
and  I  think  we  are  entitled,  on  our  side,  to  all  the  force  and  effect  growing 
out  of  the  natural  statement  of  the  events  as  they  took  place. 

Judge  Neilbon. — You  expect  to  connect  it  ? 

Mr,  FulUrton, — ^I  think  your  Honor  will  give  me  the  credit  for  intending 
in  good  faith  to  connect  Mr.  Beecher  with  all  that  I  prove  by  Mr.  Moulton 
with  reference  to  this  matter. 

Judge  Neilson. — If  you  are  so  advised,  you  can  go  on. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — I  do  not  want  you,  Mr.  Moulton,  to  state  anything  that 
was  said  to  you  that  you  did  not  communicate  to  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr.  EvarU. — If  he  is  asked  the  question  what  he  did  communicate  to  Mr. 
Beecher.  we  will  take  it. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — You  may  take  it,  I  think,  in  another  way. 

Mr.  Bharts.  —I  think  not. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — You  may. 

Mr,  Evarti. — We  will  except  to  any  other  way. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  don't  want  to  put  the  cart  before  the  horse. 

Mr.  Etarts. — You  may  put  the  cart  and  never  bring  the  horse,  and  that 
we  don't  want. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — You  don't  want  either  cart  or  horse. 

Mr.  Etaris. — I  want  both,  or  not  have  either. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — We  mean  to  have  our  horse  go  first,  if  possible,  and  you 
will  see  what  he  draws  into  the  case.  I  want  to  prove  by  this  witness  what 
was  said  to  him  which  he  afterwards  communicated  to  Mr.  Beecher,  and 
I  think  there  will  be  no  misapprehension  about  it  at  all.  I  do  not  design 
to  prove  anything  that  was  said  to  him  that  was  not  communicated  to  Mr. 
Beecher. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  in  the  meantime,  it  is  just  as  well,  and  of  course 
it  is  more  correct,  to  ask  him  what  he  communicated  to  Mr.  Beecher  in 
respect  to  his  conversation  with  Mr.  Woodruff,  and  there  you  have  the  whole 
matter.* 

*  The  reason  of  the  rule  is  that  the  former  conversation  quoted  iu  the  pres- 
ence of  the  party  is  not,  in  and  of  itself,  competent,  but  it  becomes  admissible 
because  necessary  in  its  character  as  matter  of  inducement,  to  give  point  and 
meaning  to  the  answer  which  the  party  made  to  it,  or  to  the  act  with  which  he 
followed  it  when  it  was  quoted  to  him.  See  DontuUy  v.  T?^  State  (2  Dutch,  GOl, 
918). 

In  practice  it  is  not  unusual  to  allow  the  previous  conversation  to  be  called 
for  and  stated,  following  it  up  by  testimony  that  its  substance  was  pubsequently 
communicated  to  the  party;  but  aH  matter  of  right  it  is  only  that  which  was 
•ctoally  said  or  done  in  the  presence  of  the  party  which  is  admissible  under  this 
rale.  It  is  the  rommonication  to  the  partv  and  not  the  prior  fact,  constituting 
I.— 28 
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Mr.  Fvllerton, — I  have  the  whole  matter  also,  if  your  Honor  please,  in  the 
question:  *' State  what  was  said  to  you  which  you  afterwards  communicated 
to  Mr.  Beecher  ?" 

JuD(JE  Neilbon.— I  think  you  should  take  the  other  course. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  will ;  I  will  acquiesce  very  cheerfully.  [To  the  witness.] 
Now  what  did  you  state  to  Mr.  Beecher  which  had  been  stated  to  you  ?  A. 
I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  my  partner,  Mr.  Woodruff,  was  very  anxious  that 
I  should  make  some  statement  with  regard  to  the  Victoria  WoodhuU  publica- 
tion, inasmuch  as  many  of  his  friends  and  many  of  mine,  or  several  of  his 
friends  and  several  of  mine,  had  criticised  my  position  in  reference  to  the 
story;  that  they  not  only  criticised  me  but  they  criticised  the  firm,  for  my  re- 
lation to  the  story ;  and  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Woodruff  recommended 
me  under  the  circumstances,  to  take  counsel  in  the  matter;  and  I  said  to  Mr. 
Beecher  that  I  had  asked  Mr.  Woodruff  whom  he  would  recommend,  and  he 
said  that  he  would  recommend  Mr.  Tracy ;  and  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  I 
thought  Mr.  Tracy  was  a  good  man  to  consult  on  the  subject ;  that  he  had  a 
good  cool  head  on  his  shoulders,  and  I  thought  would  give  good  advice;  and 
I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  **If  you  have  no  objection,  I  will  consult  with  Gen. 
Tracy,  but  to  consult  with  Gen.  Tracy,  and  to  get  his  best  advice  upon  the 
subject,  it  will  be  necessary  to  tell  Gen.  Tracy  the  truth.  If  you  have  no 
objection,  then,  I  will  assent  to  my  partner's  wish,  and  consult  with  Gen. 
Tracy,"  and  he  s:iid  that  he  had  no  objection  if  I  thought  it  was  best,  and 
I  said  that  I  did  not  see  that  I  had  any  other  course  to  pursue ;  my  partner 
wanted  me  to  do  it,  and  I  thought  it  was  necessary  to  take  advice,  and  that 
I  did  not  know  any  better  man  to  consult  on  the  subject  than  Gen.  Tracy.  I 
informed  Mr.  Beecher  afterwards — I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  afterwards  that  I  had 
told  my  partner  that  I  was  willing  to  consult  with  G«n.  Tracy,  and  that  he 
had  made  an  appointment  with  Gen.  Tracy,  and  I  had  seen  Gen.  Tracy  on 
the  subject  of  the  Victoria  WoodhuU  story. 

Q.  In  company  with  your  partner?  A,  With  my  partner,  yes  sir;  and  I 
told  him  what  transpired  at  that  interview  between  Mr.  Woodruff,  Gen.  Tracy 
and  myself. 

Q.  Now,  relate  what  you  told  him?  A.  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  "I  told 
Mr.  Tracy  the  truth  of  the  matter;  I  told  him  the  fact  in  the  case  as  it  vras, 
that  you  had  been  guilty  of  sexual  intercourse  with  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Tilton, 
and  he  said,  in  the  presence  of  my  partner,  that  if  that  was  true  it  must  be 
concealed  at  all  hazards,"  and  I  said  that  Mr.  Tracy  said  that  although  he  did 
not  recommend  lying,  this  was  one  of  the  cases  in  which  lying  was  justifiable. 
And  I  said  that  my  partner  replied  to  that  that  he  would  not  consent  that  I 
should  publish  a  card  with  my  name  affixed  to  it  denying  that  which  was  the 
truth ;  he  would  not  allow  that ;  and  that  Mr.  Tracy  had  said,  "  Why  cant 
Moulton  and  Tillon  go  to  Europe  for  a  couple  of  years  ? ''  I  also  informed 
Mr.  Beecher  afterwards,  and  said  to  him  that  wehad  had  a  consultation  at  oar 
house — at  my  house — in  my  study,  between  Gkn,  Tracy,  Mr.  Woodruff,  and 

the  subject  of  the  communication,  which  is  admissible.  The  fact  that  the  alli^ged 
prior  con  vernation  never  took  place,  and  that  thn  communicatioD  made  to  the 
party  wan  wholly  fictitiouH,  would  not  necesaarily  render  it  inadmissibte.  See 
Burgei9  v.  Burgee  (2  liagg.  Consist.  223);  Croft  v.  Graft  (3  Uagg.  Ecc.  310), 
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myself  and  between  Mr.  Tracy,  Mr.  Woodruff,  Mr.  Tilton,  and  myself,  and 
that  at  that  interview  I  had  told  Mr.  Tracy  again  the  truth,  and  had  laid 
before  Mr.  Tracy  the  letter  of  contrition. 

Q.  Of  January  1,  1870  f    A.  January  1,  1870;  yes,  sir;  that  I  had  laid  be- 
fore Mr.  Tracy  that  letter. 

Q.  1871  ?  A.  1871,  I  mean;  January  1,  1871  r  I  said  that  I  had  told  him 
the  truth  with  regard  to  the  whole  matter,  and  that  no  conclusion  at  that  in- 
terview was  arrived  at;  that  we  had  tried  to  devise  a  reply  to  the  Victoria 
Woodhull  story,  but  had  not  at  that  interview  succeeded ;  and  I  told  him  that 
I  had  communicated  the  fact  to  Mr.  Tilton,  that  I  had  told  Gen.  Tracy  the 
fact  in  the  case,  and  that  Theodore  Tilton  had  denounced  me  for  so  doing, 
and  had  said  to  me  that  I  had  no  business  to  reveal  the  guilt  of  Elizabeth  to 
Mr.  Tracy,  without  his  consent,  and  that  I  had  pacified  Mr.  Tilton  by  telling 
]iim  that  I  had  considered  it  my  duty  to  take  the  best  advice  I  could  on  the 
question,  not  only  for  Mr.  Beecher*s  sake — that  I  did  not  consult  Mr.  Tracy  as 
Mr.  Beecher^s  friend  at  all,  particularly,  but  as  the  Mend  of  all  the  parties,  an 
a  man  capable  of  advising  with  reference  to  that  which  had  better  be  done. 
I  told  him  that  after  a  while  Theodore  was  willing  to  see  Gen.  Tracy,  and 
that  he  went  upstairs  and  did  see  Gen.  Tracy  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Wood- 
ruff and  myself;  and  I  told  him  that  the  first  question  that  Mr.  Tilton — ^the 
first  sentence  that  Mr.  Tiiton,  or  about  the  first  sentence  that  Mr.  Tilton 
uttered,  after  the  usual  f^lutations  between  gentlemen  wiis,  '^Mr.  Tracy,  I  do 
not  understand  the  etiquette  of  your  profess  on,  but,  as  I  understand  it, 
tince  these  facts  are  to  be  laid  before  you,  a  part  of  which  have  been  laid  be 
fore  you— or  all  the  fact  and  part  of  the  papers  have  been  laid  before  you — I 
understand  that  you  will  not,  under  any  circumstances,  in  case  Mr.  Beecher 
and  myself  come  into  collision,  act  as  his  counsel,''  and  that  Mr.  Tracy  had 
■aid,  '* Certainly  not." 

Q.  What  reply,  if  any,  did  Mr.  Beecher  say  to  this  ?  A.  Mr.  Beecher  said 
to  me  that  he  was  glad  that  Theodore  had  assented  to  that  conference ;  that 
he  hoped  some  good  would  come  out  of  it,  but  that  he  did  not  see  himself 
what  reply  could  be  made,  and  that  he  considered,  perhaps,  that  the  policy  of 
silence  was  the  best  for  all  concerned. 

Q.  Is  that  all  that  took  place  that  you  can  now  remember  with  reference 
to  that  branch  of  the  case  ?  A.  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Tracy  had  said  to 
Mr.  Tilton  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Woodruff  and  myself  at  that  interview  that 
the  interests  of  all  concerned  demanded  a  denial  of  that  story.  That  is  all 
that  I  remember. 

Mr.  EharU. — ^You  mean  of  the  Woodhull  story  ?  A.  Of  the  Woodhull 
story ;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerUm. — Then  we  will  return  to  1874  again,  and  take  up  the  narra- 
tive where  we  left  it  off.  Do  you  recollect  a  meeting  in  the  month  of  July  of 
that  year,  where  Mr.  Beecher  and  yourself  and  Mr.  Robinson  were  parties  ? 
A.  You  have  reference  to  July  the  5th  ? 

Q.  July  the  5th  ?    A.  Yes ;  I  remember  that. 

Q.  State  where  that  meeting  occurred  ?  A.  Between  Mr.  Robinson,  Mr* 
Beacher,  and  myself  ? 
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Q.  Yes,  sir.  A.  After  Mr.  Bcecher  and  myself  h  d  left  thehooae^we 
walked  througli  Rem^en-street,  around  into  Montagu?  Terrace,  and  there  met 
Mr.  Robinson,  and  after  some  remarks  wliich  I  do  not  distinctly  remember, 
betwet*n  Mr.  Robinson  and  Mr.  Beecher,  Mr.  Beech  or  put  his  hand  over  my 
shoulder  and  said,  '*Mr.  Robinson,  this  is  the  best  friend  God  ever  raised  up 
to  a  man.    If  it  had  not  been  for  him  I  do  not  think  I  would  be  alive  to-day." 

Q.  Which  of  the  Mr.  Robinsons  ?    A.  Mr.  Jeremiah  P.  Robinson. 

Q.  State  whether  Mr.  Beecher  knew  from  you  at  that  time  that  Mr.  Robui- 
8on  had  been  put  in  po.^session  of  tlie»e  secrets  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  had  told  bim 
that  I  had  told  both  Mr.  Woodruflf  and  Mr.  Robinson. 

Q.  Your  two  partners  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Which  Woodruff?     A.  Franklin  Woodruff. 

Q.  Which  Robinson  ?     A.  Jeremiah  P.  Robinson. 

Q.  When  did  you  tell  Mr.  Beecher  that  you  had  thus  communicated  the 
secret' to  those  two  gentlemen?  A.  Oh  I  it  was  quite  early,  sir;  I  don*t 
remember. 

Mr,  Etarts. — Ho  did  not  use  the  word  **  secret," 

The  Witness.— It  was  1870,  I  think,  I  told  him— 1871,  rather. 

Q.  That  you  told  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  what  did  you  toll  him  ?  A.  I  told  him  that  my  partners  were 
very  anxious  to  know  what  was  going  on;  I  told  him  that  I  had  consulted 
with  Mr.  Robinson  in  the  very  beginning  in  regard  to  the  letter  of  January 
1,  1871,  to  Mr.  Bowen. 

Mr.  Emrts. — Tilton's  letter?  A.  Yes,  sir;  and  that  Mr.  Robinson  had 
advised  very  kindly  that  Mr.  Tilton  carry  his  own  case  entirely  out  of  that 
letter,  and  not  appear  in  it. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — What  did  you  tell  Mr.  Beecher  you  had  told  Robinson? 
A.  I  told  him  that  I  had  told  him  the  fact  concerning  his  relations  between 
Elizabeth  Tilton  and  himself. 

Q.  What  did  you  tell  him  that  you  had  told  Mr.  Woodruff,  your  other 
partner  ?     A.  The  same. 

Q.  Look  at  the  letter  now  shown  you  and  say  in  whose  handwriting 
it  is  ?     [Handing  witness  a  letter.]     A.  Mr,  Beecher's,  sir. 

Q.  Was  it  received  by  you  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  about  its  date  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Before  reading  that  letter  I  want  to  ask  you  whether  at  any  time  up  to 
its  receipt  Mr.  Beecher  had  said  anything  to  the  effect  that  you  had  failed  to 
serve  him  faithfully  or  properly  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Had  he  criticized  in  any  way  your  conduct  in  the  management  of  the 
affair  in  his  behalf  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — [Reading  the  letter.] 

"  Peekskill,  July  7,  1873 — Monday,  7  P.  M. 

•*  My  Dear  Fkank  :  I  have  just  arrived.  I  called  Saturday  ev'ar  to  learn  that 
you  wd.  not  return  till  Monday.  Can  you  come  up  Tuesday,'  or  Wednesday,  or 
Thursday  ?  Let  nie  know  by  letter  or  telegram.  The  trains  ar« — A.  M.,  8,  9:10, 
10:45;  p.  M.,  2,  4,  4:15,  5:30,  6:20,  and  7.  The  4  P.  M.  is  express  and  good  train, 
if  you  come  in  afternoon  you  should  allow  45  minutes  from  City  Hall  to  reach 
42d  station,  and  about  an  hour  from  your  store. 

"*  I  have  not  seen  you  since  the  card.     I  will  take  good  care  of  you — and  even 
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if  othere  doD*t  tliink  so  much  of  jou  as  I  do,  I  will  try  and  make  up.  Mj  vaca- 
Lion  is  begun — and  am  I  not  ^lad  ?    Next  week  we  expect  company. 

"  The  drouth  is  severe — no  real  soaking  sinc«  the  last  of  May,  and  thin^  are 
lafferinff — but,  yet  the  country  is  beautiful.  The  birds  are  as  good  to  me  as 
[>avid's  harp — I  only  need  some  one  to  talk  to,  and  thai  one  is  you, 

"  Come  when  you  can,  and,  coming  or  going,  believe  me,  faithfully  and'affec- 
tionatelv  yours,  H.  W.  B." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  35."] 

Q.  I  want  to  osk  you  what  card  Mr.  Beecher  referred  to  in  that  last  letter: 
'*  I  have  not  seen  you  since  the  card  "  t  A.  The  card  in  The  Brooklyn  EagU^ 
\  think  it  refers  to. 

Q.  That  letter  bears  date  July  7th,  1873  ?  A.  The  card  in  Tht  Brooklyn 
Eagle  of  June  the  2nd,  I  think  it  refers  to. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — I  want  to  get  at  the  number  of  that  so  as  to  connect  it 
srith  that  letter.  Mr.  Pearsall  can  give  you  the  number  of  that.  It  has  been 
nead  in  evidence. 

Mr,  Pear9alL—K  card  in  The  Eagle  of  June,  1873  ? 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Pearjw/?.— "No.  27,''  The  Eagle  card,  June,  1873.* 

Mr.  EvarU, — June  2n(l;  1873.     It  has  not  been  read  yet. 

Mr.  FuUertvn. — A  ropy  of  it  has  been  read. 

Mr»  BhtirtH, — The  proposed  card  has  not  been  read.  You  commenced 
reading  one,  apparently  from  The  Eigle^  and  then  a  question  arose. 

Mr.  Beach, — The  card  as  published  was  read — June  2nd,  1873. 

Q.  Was  that  card  proposed  by  any  one,  that  you  now  hold  in  your  hand  f 
1.  Yes,  bir;  by  Theodore  Tilton. 

Q.  Did  it  come  into  your  possession  at  the  tiine?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Under  what  circumstances  ?    A.  From  Theodore  Tilton. 

Q.  Did  you  show  it  to  Mr.  Beecher?  A,  Yes,  sir;  I  showed  it  to  Mr. 
Beecher. 

Q.  And  what  did  he  say  in  regard  to  it  ?  A.  This  was  the  card  that  he 
laid  would  kill  him  if  it  was  published. 

Q.  Was  there  any  card  published  just  prior  to  July,  1873,  when  he  wrote 
jrou  the  letter,  in  whifch  he  says,  ** I  have  not  seen  you  since  the  card"  ?  A. 
Yea,  sir;  it  was  a  card  with  reference  to  Mr.  Bowen's  visit  to  Victoria 
WoodhuU  with  Mr.  Claflin.f 

Mr.  Fnllerion. — That  connects  it ;  that's  what  I  want. 

The  Witnew. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Starts. — We  do  not  understand  that  the  card  of  June  2,  1873,  pub- 
iahed  in  The  Eagle,  has  been  read ;  you  commenced  reading  it. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — Certainly ;  that  is  rij^ht. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Look  at  the  paper  now  shown  you,  and  say  in  whose 
land  writing  it  is  ?    A.  Mr.  Beecher's. 

Q.  Addressed  to  you  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  did  you  receive  it  about  the  time  of  its  date  f    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Is  this  the  letter  of  July  9th  ? 

Mr,  FuUerton.-  -Yes,  sir;  the  letter  of  July  9, 1  propose  to  read. 

*  AnU,  p.  404.  t  Ei^hlbit  28,  ante,  p.  405. 
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Mr.  FuUerUm. — [Reading.] 

"  Thursday  Evening,  9  July,  *78. 

"  My  Dear  Frank  :  Why  not  come  on  Saturday  and  spend  Sunday  ?  You 
must  get  your  comfort  out  of  nature  and  me,  and  not  notice  any  withholding  of 
countenance  elsewhere. 

"  I  preach  in  the  village  in  the  morning,  but  you  can  lie  on  the  hillside— in 
peace. 

'•The  afternoon  and  evening  will  be  open  for  all  gracious  influences — wb. 
forests  hide,  or  heavenn  distil.  The  birds  are  not  yet  silent,  though  their  pipw 
are  somewhat  feebler.  Flowers  are  burnt,  ^rafis  withered,  grain  reapi,  grape* 
not  ripe,  strawberries  gone,  blackberries  not  come,  raspberries  in  good  condition 
and  abundant  also  water-melons,  and  oesides,  a  demijonn  of — water! 

**  1  want  to  see  you  and  show  you  a  letter,  &c.     Do  you  learn  what  Bowen  is 
doing?     Will  he  publish  ?     Find  out  if  anything  is  on  hand. 

Truly  yours,  H.  W.  B. 

"Send  me  a  line  Friday  if  you  shall  come,  so  that  I  may  ineet  the  train, 
otherwise — pay  vour  own  hack  hire." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  86."] 

Q.   [Another  paper  handed  to  witness .]     In  whose  handwriting  is  the  letter 
now  in  your  hand  ?     A.   Mr.  Beecher*s. 
Q.  Addressed  to  you  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  receive  it  about  the  time  of  its  date  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 
Mr.  Fullerton, — I  offer  it  in  evidence.     [Reading.] 

"My  Dear  Frank:  I  looked  for  you  ou  Saturday,  and  received  your  note 
this  morning — Monday. 

"  Howard  writes  that  T.  T.  has  sent  to  Mr.  HaHiday  a  note  announcing  that 
he  did  not  consider  himself  for  two  years — a  member  of  the  church. 

•*  There  is  also,  a  movement  to  let  the  other  party  go  to  trial;  and  also,  to  give 
him  an  avoidance  of  trial  by  some  form  of  letter,  I  don't  know  what.  I  have 
not  been  consulted.  1  do  not  mean  to  meddle.  It  is  vacation.  Governor  Clafliu 
and  wife  of  Mas.<^achusetts  will  be  here  thi.s  week.  I  am  getting  at  my  writing 
again — at  work  on  my  book.  I  despaired  of  finishing  it.  I  am  more  encouraged 
now.  For  a  thousand  eucoura|?ements,  for  service  that  no  one  can  appreciate 
who  has  not  been  as  sore-hearted  as  I  have  been,  for  your  honorable  delicacy, 
for  confidence,  and  afTection — I  owe  you  so  much  that  I  can  neither  express  nor 
pay  it.  Not  tlie  least  has  been  the  great-hearted  kindness  and  trust  which  your 
noble  wife  has  shown,  and  which  have  lifted  me  out  of  despondencies  often — 
tho.  sometimes  her  clear  truthfulness  has  laid  me  pretty  flat. 

"  I  mean  to  run  down  some  day,  and  will  let  you  know  beforehand,  that  I 
may  not  mms  you — for  to  tell  the  truth,  I  am  a  little  heart-hungry  to  see  you — 
not  now,  because  1  am  preitsed,  but  because  I  love  you,  and  will  ever  be  faithfully 
yours,  Henry  Ward  Beecher. 

•*  Peekskill,  July  14.  73." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  37."] 

Q.  [Paper  handed  to  witness.]  In  whose  handwriting  is  the  paper  joo 
now  have  ?    A.  Mr.  Beccher's. 

Q.  To  whom  is  it  addressed  ?    A.  To  me. 

Q.  Did  you  receive  it  about  the  time  of  its  date  ?    A.  I  did. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  offer  it  in  evidence.     [Reading.] 

"  Friday  Noon,  Oct.  3, 1873. 
"  My  Dear  Frank  :  I  have  this  morning  got  back,  sound  and  fresh — and 
want  to  send  my  love  to  you  and  yours.     I  should  see  you  to-morrow,  but  shall 
be  out  of  town  till  evening.    God  bless  you — my  dear  old  fellow  ! 

H.  W.  Bbbchbr." 
[Letter  marked  *'  Exhibit  No.  38."] 
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Q.  [A  paper  being  handed  to  witness.]  In  whose  handwriting  is  that 
letter?    A.  Mr.  Beecher's. 

Q.  Well,  I  won't  ask  to  whom  it  is  addressed.  Did  you  receive  it  from 
him  ?    A.  I  did.    Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  JBSiUerton. — [Reading.] 

25,  '73. 

*•  My  Dear  Van  Moltke:  I  have  seen  Howard  again.  He  says  it  was  not 
•  fr.'  [an  abbreviation  for  **  from,"  I  suppose,]  from  Theodore  thf  t  OUkison  prot 
that  htatemeut ;  but  from  Carpenter  1  Is  he  reporting  that  viewY  I  have  told 
Clafliu  that  you  wd.  come  with  Carpenter  if  he  could  be  found  ;  and  at  any  rate 
by  ninf  to-night  (to  see  Storrs),  but  I  did  not  nay  anything  about  Storrs.  I  sent 
Cleveland  with  my  horse  and  bufifgy  over  to  hunt  Carpenter.  Will  you  put 
Carpenter  on  his  guard  about  making  such  statements  ?  From  him  they  bear  the 
force  of  coming  from  headquarters. 

Yours  truly  and  ever, 

H.  W.  Beecher." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  89."] 

Mr.  BwkjA.—Tt  is  «*  25,  '78"— marked  "May  25th,  1878?"  A.  That  is 
the  date  of  it,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Can  you  tell  when  the  Von  Moltke  letter  was  received  ? 
A.  May  25th,  1873. 

Q.  Did  yoQ  ever  see  the  paper  before  which  yon  now  have  in  your  hand  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  From  whom  did  you  receive  it  ?    A.  From  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  When  ?  A.  About  the  time  that  it  was  written  ;  I  forget  the  date. 
The  date  is  October  24th.  I  fixed  the  date  of  it  at  one  time.  I  think  it  was 
in  1873  or  '3,  somewhere  there.     I  can  fix  the  date  after. 

Q.  Where  were  you  when  he  delivered  it  to  you  ?    A.  In  my  house. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  at  the  time  that  he  delivered  that  letter  to  you,  in 
regard  to  it  ?  A.  He  said  I  had  better  take  it ;  he  didn't  want  any  such  letter 
around  him. 

Q.  Did  he  give  any  reason  ?  A.  It  was  a  dangerous  letter,  he  said,  to 
have  around. 

Q.  Do  you  know  the  handwriting?    A.  The  handwriting  of  Mrs.  Morse. 

Mr.  Ef>arts, — Well,  this  is  a  letter  from  Mrs.  Morse,  addressed  to  Mr. 
Beecher,  and  handed  by  him  to  Mr.  Moulton.  Of  course,  it  goes  no  further 
in  evidence  than  the  fact  that  such  a  letter  was  written  by  her  and  received 
by  him. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — ^Yes,  sir.    It  is  as  follows : 

•'  October  24th 
"  Mt  Deab  •*  Son  ":  You  must  pardon  me  for  the  request  I  now  make.  Can  you 
help  me  in  any  way  by  the  first  of  November?  I  am  still  alonn,  with  no  prospect 
of  any  one,  with  a  rent  of  $1,500  and  an  income  of  $1,000  ;  the  consequence  is, 
with  other  expenses,  1  shall  be  by  the  firwt  of  the  month  terribly  behind  hand,  as 
I  agreed  to  pay  in  monthly  instalments. 

"  I  know  full  well  I  have  no  claim  upon  you  in  any  way,  excepting  your  sym- 

rithy  for  my  lonely  and  isolated  condition.  If  1  could  be  released  from  the  liouse. 
should  gladly  do  so,  for  I  am  convinced  it  is  too  far  out.  All  who  have  been  to 
see  my  rooms  say  so.  My  darling  spen*  most  of  yesterday  with  me.  She  said 
all  she  had  in  the  way  of  money  was  $40  per  week,  which  wa«  for  food  and  all 
other  household  expenses  aside  frmn  rent,  and  this  was  given  her  by  hand  of 
Annie  Tilton  every  Saturday.     If  you  know  anything  of  the  amount  it  takes  to 
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find  food  for  ei^lit  people,  you  must  know  there's  little  left  for  clothing.  She 
told  me  h(^  T.  didn't  take  any  meals  home  from  the  fact  she  could  not  get  suck 
food  as  he  liked  to  nourish  his  hrain,  and  so  lie  took  his  meals  at  Moulton'B. 
Just  think  of  that  I  1  am  almost  crazy  with  the  thought.  Do  come  and  sett 'me. 
1  will  promise  '  the  secret  uf  her  life '  which  she  calls  it  shall  not  be  mentioned. 
I  know  it's  cruel  to  bring  it  up  as  you  must  have  suffered  intenfely  and  we  all 
will  I  fear  fll  relieved  by  death.  Do  you  pray  for  me  ?  If  not,  pray  do,  I  never 
felt  more  rHbellious  than  now,  more  need  of  God's  and  human  help.  Do  jon 
know  I  iliink  it  htrauge  you  should  ask  me  to  call  you  '  son?'  When  I  have 
told  darling,  I  felt  if  you  could  in  safety  to  yourself  and  all  concerned,  you  would 
be  to  me  all  this  endearing  name.  Am  I  mistaken  ? — Mother." 
[Letter  marked  "Exhibit  No.  40."J 

Mr,  Evartn, — Is  there  a  date  on  that  last  letter — a  date  by  the  writer  ? 

Mr,  FuUerton, — I  don't  know ;  if  there  is,  I  read  it.  Yes,  sir,  October 
24,  '71,  is  written. 

Mr,  Beach. — No,  not  on  the  letter  itself. 

Mr,  Evart8.— How  do  you  fix  the  1871  ? 

Mr.  FulUrton. — Do  you  know  when  you  received  that  letter  ?  A.  T  fix  the 
date  of  the  letter,  sir — I  can  not  fix  it  in  any  other  way  than  by  referring  to 
the  time  when  Annie  Tilton — when  Mr.  Tilton  was  giving  through  Annie 
Tilton  to  his  wife  an  allowance  of  $40  a  week.  I  think  it  was  1871,  sir.  I 
can  fix  the  date  b«;fore  I  get  through  with  my  testimony,  positively. 

Q.  [Another  paper  handed  to  witness.]  Where  did  Mr.  Tilton  reside  in 
October,  1871  ?     A.  Livingston  street. 

Q.  174  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  where  did  Mrs.  Morse  reside  at  that  time  ?  A.  I  don't  remember 
the  number  of  the  house,  nor  where. 

Q.   How  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  just  at  present,  sir,  where. 

Q.  Did  she  reside  with  him  f  A.  I  don't  think  she  did ;  no,  she  did  not 
reside  with  him. 

Q.  What  paper  have  you  in  your  hand  now?  A.  A  letter  from  Mr. 
Beecher,  sir. 

Q.  To  whom  ?    A.  To  me. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — [Reading.] 

"  Saturday,  Sept.  30,  '71. 
"  Mt  Dear  Friend  :  I  feel  bad  not  to  meet  you.  My  heart  warms  to  you,  and 
you  might  have  known  that  I  should  be  here  if  you  love  me  as  much  as  I  do  you. 
Well,  it's  an  inconstant  world.  Soberly,  I  should  be  glad  to  have  you  see  how 
hearty  I  am — ready  for  work  and  hoping  for  a  bright  year.  I  have  literally  done 
tiothing  for  three  montlis,  but  have  *  ^ono  to  grads.'  Things  seem  almost 
strange,  to  come  back  among  men  and  see  business  going  on  in  earnest.  I  will  be 
here  on  Monday  at  10  A.  M. 

I  am,  my  dear  Frank,  truly  and  gratefully  yours, 

Henry  Ward  Beecher. 
[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  41."] 

Q.  [A  paper  handed  to  witness.]  In  whose  handwriting  is  that  letter? 
A.  Mr.  Beecher's. 

Q.  Was  it  addressed  to  and  received  by  you  ?    A.  It  was. 
Mr.  Fnllerton, — [Reading.] 

'•  Brooklyn,  Tues.  evg,  2  Jan.  72. 
"  My  Dear  Mon.TON  :  1.  I  send  you  V.  W.'a  letter  to  me— and  a  reply  which 
I  submit  to  your  judgment.     Tell  me  what  you  think.     Is  it  too  long  ?    Will  «h« 
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use  it  for  pvbUMng  f  I  do  not  wish  to  have  it  so  used.  I  do  not  mean  to  speak 
on  the  platform  of  either  of  the  two  suffrage  societies.  What  influence  I  exert  I 
prefer  to  do  on  my  own  hook ;  and  I  do  not  mean  to  train  with  either  party,  and 
it  will  not  be  fair  to  press  me  in  where  I  do  not  wish  to  go.  But  I  leave  it  for 
you.    Judge  for  me — I  have  leaned  on  you  hitherto,  and  never  been  sorry  for  it. 

*•  2.  I  was  mistaken  about  the  Ch,  Union  coming  out  so  early  that  I  could  not 
get  a  notice  of  0.  Age  in  it.  It  wB^jiut  the  other  way,  to  be  delayed,  and  I  send 
yoQ  a  rough  proof  of  the  first  page,  and  the  Star  article. 

'*  In  the  p&per  to-morrow  a  line  or  so  more  will  be  inserted  to  soften  a  little  the 
toach  about  The  Liberal  Christian. 

**  3.  Do  you  think  I  ou^ht  to  keep  a  c^^  of  my  letter  to  V.  W.  ?  Do  you  think 
it  would  be  better  to  write  it  again  and  not  say  so  much  ?  Will  you  keep  the 
letter  to  me  and  Mtid  the  other  if  you  jud^e  it  wise  ?  Will  you  send  a  line  to  my 
bouse  in  the  morning  saying  what  you  conclude  ?  I  am  full  of  company.  Yours 
tnil}rand  aff<?ctionately,  H.  W.  B." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  42."] 

Q.  Now,  what  letter  was  it  that  was  enclosed  to  you  when  that  was  re- 
ceived ?    A.  A  reply  to  Victoria  WoodhnlPs  letter  asking  that  he  preside 

Q.  '*I  send  you  V.  W.'s  letter  to  me," — what  letter  was  that  ?  A.  Victoria 
Woodhuirs  letter  asking  him  to  preside  at  a  meeting,  or  to  be  present  at  a 
meeting. 

Q.  And  ho  enclosed  to  you,  as  I  understand  it  here,  his  reply  to  that 
letter  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  with  the  letter  and  the  reply  ?  A.  I  replied  to  the  letter. 

Q.  How  long  was  that  prior  to  the  meeting  ?  A.  To  the  suffrage  meeting  ? 

Q.  Yes.     A.  I  forget  how  long  it  was  prior. 

Q.  Well,  was  it  a  long  or  shortnime  ?    A.  Not  a  very  long  time. 

Q.  Some  days  or  weeks?  A.  A  few  day^,  I  think,  or  weeks;  a  few 
weeks.  Will  you  let  me  look  at  the  letter,  sir,  please  ?  I  received  with  this 
letter  also  the  rough  proof  of  the  first  page  of  The  Christian  Union, 

Q.  The  proof  of  the  article  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — [Paper  handed  to  witness.]  In  whose  handwriting  is  that 
letter  ?    A.  Mr.  Beecher's. 

Q.  Addressed  to  you  ?    A.  It  is,  sir. 

[Letter  submitted  to  Mr.  Evarts.] 

Mr,  FuUerton. — [Reading.] 

••  Sunday  Morning,  Feb'y  16,  '73. 

**  My  Dear  Frank  :  I  have  tried  three  times  to  see  you,  this  week,  but  the 
fates  were  against  me.  I  wanted  to  store  up  a  little  courage  and  hopefulness 
before  my  three  weeks'  absence.  I  revisit  my  old  home  and  haunts,  and  shall 
meet  great  cordiality.  I  enclose  check  subject  to  your  discretion.  Should  any 
accident  befall  me.  remember  how  deeply  I  feel  your  fidelity  and  friendship-^ 
your  long-continued  kindnest*  and  your  affection.  With  kindest  remembrances 
to  Mrs.  M.,  I  remain  always  yours,  H.  W.  Beecher." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  43."] 

Q.  What  check  is  therein  referred  to  ?    A.  What  is  the  date  of  it,  sir  ? 

Q.  February  16th,  1873?  A.  I  do  not  have  any  record  of  it  here,  sir; 
there  was  a  check  enclosed  in  it;  I  thought  I  had  it  on  this  memorandum. 
I  have  not. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  what  check  it  was  ?    A.  No,  I  don't:  not  just  now. 

Q.  Well,  do  you  know  what  the  check  was  for?  A.  I  suppose  it  was  for 
Bessie  Tumer^s  school  bill ;  I  dou^t  remember  what  it  was  for ;  I  can  find  out. 
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Q.  [Paper  handed  to  witness.]    In  whose  handwriting  is  that  letter?    A. 

Mr.  Beecher's. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — [Reading.] 

**  Mt  Dear  Frank  :  My  papers  are  all  here,  and  it  would  he  far  more  oon- 
▼enient  to  have  70a  here,  if  you  are  not  too  tired.    Do  come. 

Youri,       H.  W.  Bbbchkb." 
[Letter  marked  '•  Exhibit  No.  44."] 

Q.  [Paper  handed  to  witness.]    In  whose  handwriting  is  that  letter?    A« 

Mr.  Beecher's. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — [Reading.] 

"  Friday  Morkino,  July  10,  74. 
"  My  Drar  Frank  :   Can  you  he  seen  this  morning,  and  if  so,  when  and 
where  ?    Any  time  after  10  would  suit  me  bept — ^but  any  other  hour  I  will  make 
do.     1  came  into  town  last  night.    Yours  ever, 

H.  W.  Bkbcheb." 
[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  45."] 

Q.  In  whose  handwriting  is  that  letter  [handing  another]  f     A.  Mr. 

Beecher's. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — [Reading.] 

*'  Sunday,  a.  m. 

"  My  Dear  Friend  :  HaUiday  called  last  night.  T.'s  interview  with  him  did 
not  satisfy,  but  disturbed.  It  was  the  same  witli  BeU,  who  was  pre.<ent.  It 
tended  directly  to  unsettling.  Your  interview  last  night  was  vt^ry  beneficial  and 
gave  confidence.  This  must  be  looked  after.  It  is  vain  to  build  if  the  fonnda- 
tion  sinks  under  every  effort.  I  shall  see  you  at  10:30  to-morrow — if  you  return 
by  wav  of  49  Remsen." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  46."] 

Q.  Now,  who  was  Mr.  Halliday,  there  spoken  off  A.  The  assistant 
pastor  of  Plymouth  Church. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anything  about  this  interview  with  Mr.  Tilton,  spoken  of 
there  ?    A.  I  knew  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  had  an  interview  with  Mr.  Halliday. 

Q.  And  who  is  the  Bell  that  is  spoken  of  in  this  letter  ?  A.  He  was 
either  then  or  formerly  superintendent  of  the  Bethel  School,  a  member  of 
Plymouth  Church. 

Q.  The  letter  states,  *'  Your  interview  last  night  was  very  beneficial,  and 
gave  confidence."  With  whom  did  you  have  an  interview  ?  A.  With  Mr. 
Halliday. 

Q.  Mr.  Halliday  called  upon  you  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  the  subject  of  the  interview  ?  A.  The  subject  of  the  ioter- 
▼iew  was 

Mr.  EhartB. — Did  you  repoft  it  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A«  Oh  !  yes,  sir  ;  I 
talked  with  Mr.  Beecher  about  it  afterwards. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — Answer  my  question  now.  What  was  the  subject  of  the 
interview  between  you  and  Mr.  Halliday  ?  A.  I  had  a  conversation,  sir, 
previous  to  that — previous  to  my  conversation  with  Halliday — with  JAi. 
Beecher,  in  which  he  said  that  he  would  like  to  have  nic  see  Mr.  HaUiday, 
and  that  he  would  probably  send  Mr.  Halliday  to  me  with  reference  to  some 
trouble  in  the  church  amongst  the  deacons — with  reference  to  the  stories  that 
were  going  around  about  him,  and  which  were  being  considered  there;  and  I 
told  him  that  he  had  better  send  Halliday;  and  Halliday  did  come,  and  I 
^   saw  him. 
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Q.  And  tbat  waa  tbe  subject  of  your  interview  ?  A.  Yes,  sir.  Do  you 
want  to  know  what  I  said  to  Mr.  Halliday  and  repeated  to  Mr.  Beecher? 

%,  Well,  tell  what  that  interview  was.  A.  Tell  it  in  the  exact  words,  sir  ? 

Q.  As  near  as  yon  can  recollect,  give  us  the  substance  of  it.  A.  Yes.  I 
aaid  to  Mr.  Halliday  that  I  thought  tbe  deacons  were  in  pretty  poor  business, 
digging  up  differences  that  had  been  settled  lis  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mr. 
Tilton;  tbat  I  thought  they  ought  to  be  in  l)etter  business  than  digging  out 
scandals.  I  told  Mr.  Halliday,  in  substance,  and  repeated  it  afterwards  to 
Mr.  Beecher,  that  the  stories  had  originated  with  Bowen,  and  that  when  he 
had  been  asked  for  the  truth — when  he  had  been  asked  for  the  evidence  to 
support  tlie  stories  he  had — hadn't  been  forthcoming  with  the  truth ;  and,  I 
believe,  I  told  him  that  Mr.  Beecher  was  guiltless;  and  I  told  l^Ir.  Beecher, 
before  I  saw  Halliday,  that  I  would  satisfy  Halliday  if  he  would  send  him  to 
me ;  and  it  was  distinctly  understood  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  me 

Mr,  Evarts, — Well,  what  passed  ? 

Mr,  FuUerton, — Yes;  what  passed?  A.  What  passed  between  Mr, 
Beecher 

Q.  Yes,  sir;  so  that  it  was  distinctly  understood  ?  A.  I  said  I  certainly 
should  not  tell  the  facts  to  Mr.  Halliday,  and  the  conversation  that  I  had 
"With  Mr.  Halliday  I  repeated  to  Mr.  Beecher,  and  Mr.  Beecher  thanked  me  for  it. 

Q.  [Paper  handed  to  witness.]  In  whose  hand  writing  is  that  paper  ?  A. 
Mr.  Beecher's. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — I  will  read  it. 

"  Sunday  Night. 

"  My  Dear  Friexd :  1.  Tfie  Eagle  oM^hX  io  htLve  nothing  to-night.  It  isthat 
meddling  which  stirs  up  our  folks.  Neither  you  or  Theodore  ought  to  be 
troubled  by  the  side  which  you  served  so  faithfully  iu  politim. 

'*  2.  The  deacon  meeting,  I  thiok,  is  adjourned — I  saw  Bell.  It  was  a  friendly 
movement. 

"3.  The  only  next  danger  is  the  women — ^Morrill,  Bradshaw,  and  the  poor, 
dear  child. 

''  If  Papers  will  hold  off  a  month — we  can  ride  out  the  ^ale,  and  make  safe 
anchorage,  and  then,  when  once  we  are  in  deep,  tranquil  waters,  we  will  all  join 
hands  in  a  profound  and  genuine  Ijaice  Deo — for  thro  su-ch  a  wilderness  only  a 
Divine  Providence  could  have  led  us  undevoured  by  the  open-mouthed  beasts 
that  lay  in  wait  for  our  lives. 

'*  I  go  on  the  12  train  after  sleepless  night.  I  am  anxious  about  Theodore's 
interview  with  Halliday.  Will  you  send  me  a  line  Monday  night  or  Tuesday 
morn,  care  of  M.  P.  Kennard,  Boston,  Mass.  ? 

''  I  shall  get  mails  there  till  Friday." 

g.etter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  47."] 
.  [Handing  letter  to  witness.]    In  whose  handwriting  ia  that  letter  f    A, 

Mr.  Beecher's. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — ^I  will  read  it. 

"July  18. 1874. 

"  Mt  Dear  Frank  :  I  will  be  with  vou  at  7,  or  a  little  before.  I  am 
ashamed  to  put  a  straw  more  upon  yon,  ana  have  but  a  single  consolation  that 
the  matter  can  not  distress  you  long,  as  [it]*  must  soon  end  ;  that  is,  there  will 
be  no  more  anxiety  about  the  future,  whatever  regrets  there  may  be  for  the  past. 
Tmlv  yours  and  ever,  H.  W.  Beecher." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  48."] 

Q.  WtM  there  any  new  trouble  threatened  at  any  time  ?    A.  Any  what  t 
♦  The  paper  is  torn  away  and  the  word  *'  it "  is  supplied. 


444  TESTIMONY    OF    F.    D.    MOULT  ON.  [9tli  Day. 

Q.  Any  new  trouble  threatened  at  that  time  ?    A.  Wliat  is  the  date  ? 

Q.  July  13,  1874.  He  says:  **I  am  ashamed  to  put  a  straw  more  on  you.** 
Do  you  know  what  that  straw  was  ?  A.  We  were  consulting  in  re^rd  t#  the 
reply  he  should  make  to  the  Bacon  letter  before  the  Investigating  Committee. 

Q.  When  was  that  Investigating  Committee  appointed,  or  rather,  when 
did  you  first  hear  of  it  ?    A.  July  5  was  the  first  day  I  heard  of  it,  air. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  of  it  from  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  he  told  me  it  waa 
to  be  appointed,  that  there  was  an  investigating  committee  to  be  appointed, 
and  he  would  have  the  naming  of  the  members  of  it. 

Q.  Go  on  and  state  what  was  said  on  that  subject  ? 

Mr,  Starts. — Give  us  the  date  again  ? 

The  Tf^TWM.— July  5,  1874. 

Mr,  Fvllerton, — Give  us  the  whole  of  that  interview,  as  well  as  yon  can  ? 
A.  On  July  5,  after  lie  had  told  me  at  my  house  that  he  intended  to  follow 
the  policy  of  silence,  or  that  he  did  follow  the  policy  of  silence  I 
indicated;  I  walked  out  with  him  and  he  told  me  that  the  matter 
had  to  come  before  an  investigating  committee,  and  I  asked  him  if  he 
could  tell  me  the  names,  and  he  said  he  could,  and  he  mpntioned  over  some 
of  the  names.  I  told  him  I  thought  it  was  a  mistake  to  have  an  investigat- 
ing committee,  but  that  we  would  try  and  get  along  with  even  that,  and  I 
told  him  that  I  thought  I  should  take,  or  probably  I  should  have  further 
counsel  in  the  matter,  and  he  said,  **Whodo  you  mean?*'  I  said:  "Gen. 
Butler;  I  have  received  a  letter  from  him  asking  that  there  be  silence."  He 
said :  "Yes,  I  have  heard  something  about  that.  A  friend  of  him.  or  a  Mr. 
Bowen  in  Washington,  saw  Gen.  Butler,  and  he  advised  silence,  and  this 
Mr.  Bowen  told  his  father,  and  his  father  told  me."  He  said  he  did  not 
believe  much  in  the  moral  sense  of  Gen.  Butler,  but  he  thought  he  might  be 
a  good  counselor,  because  he  considered  him  a  wise  man,  and  that  at  all 
events  his  advice  was  good  for  silence,  and  that  is  all  that  transpired  at  that 
interview. 

Q.  You  omitted  to  state  what  he  said  upon  the  subject  of  naming  the 
committee  ?  A.  I  did  state  that  he  said  he  would  have  the  naming  of  the 
committee ;  did  I  not  so  state  ? 

Mr,  Pry  or, — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  ^ullerton. — Do  you  recollect  anything  further  at  that  interview  ?  A. 
No,  sir;  he  didn't  tell  me  at  that  interview — I  was  going  to  say  he  told  me 
at  that  interview  that  he  sent  Gen.  Tracy  to  see  Gen.  Butler,  or  that  he  bad 
l)een  to  see  Gen.  Butler,  but  it  was  not  at  that  interview. 

Q.  Did  he  state  anything  at  thai  time,  or  at  any  time  previous,  in  regard 
to  the  origin  of  the  committee,  how  it  came  about  that  the  committee  was  ap- 
pointed, who  suggested  it,  and  for  what  purpose  ?  A.  He  said  that  some  of 
his  people  in  the  church  wanted  a  committee.  That  is  all  that  was  said 
about  it,  I  believe,  and  that  he  thought  it  could  be  got  along  with  very  well. 
He  said  that,  I  remember. 

Q.  How  soon  after  the  receipt  of  this  letter,  expressing  regret  that  another 
straw  was  to  be  added  to  your  load,  was  it  that  you  saw  Mr.  Beecher  t  A. 
On  July  18. 


■  • 
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Q.  On  the  same  day  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  occurred  at  that  interview  ?  A.  On  July  13  I  had  replied  to  his 
letter  that  I  was  going  down  to  his  committee  on  July  18  to  make  a  statement 
in  accordance  with  their  invitation,  and  that  I  should  be  at  home  until  a  cer- 
tain hour;  my  letter  that  I  wrote  to  him  will  state  what  that  hour  was;  I  think 
it  was  7  o'clock ;  and  he  came  around,  and  I  read  to  him  the  statement  which 
I  intended  to  make  to  the  committee. 

Q.  Who  were  present  when  that  was  read  to  him  ?  A.  I  read  my  state- 
ment to  him  alone  in  my  study. 

Q.  Was  that  statement  afterward  read  to  the  committee  ?  A.  That  state- 
ment was  afterward  read  to  the  committee;  before  I  went  down  to* the  com- 
mittee I  read  the  statement  to  Theodore  Tilton  who  was  at  the  house  also. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Bcecher  say  in  regard  to  the  statement  when  you  read 
it  to  him  ?  A.  I  am  about  to  connect  Theodore  Tilton  with  Mr.  Beecher  in 
that  matter;  Mr.  Beecher  went  into  the  room  over  the  parlor,  where  my  wife 
was,  and  I  said  to  him,  *'Mr.  Beecher,  you  consider  this  statement  honorable 
for  me  to  make  ?*'  and  he  said,  **  Yes,  I  do  ;'*  and  I  told  him  that  I  had  read 
the  statement  to  Theodore  Tilton,  and  he  also  concurred  in  it,  and  the  reason 
that  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mr.  Tilton  did  not  meet  on  that  day  was  because  Mr. 
Beecher  said  to  me  that  he  did  not  want  to  see  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  Now,  if  you  will  point  out  that  statement  ?  A.  That  his  presence  was 
always  a  rebuke  to  him,  and  unnerved  him,  and  it  was  useless  for  him  to 
attempt  to  reply  to  him  when  he  spoke  to  him  as  against  the  facts — ^he  could 
not  do  it — ^hc  didn't  want  to  see  him. 

Q.  [Handing  book  to  witness].  See  if  that  is  the  statement  you  refer  to  ? 
A.  This  says  August  5. 

Q.  That  is  not  it,  then  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  It  was  July  18  ?  A.  It  was  July  the  18th.  [Addressing  Mr.  Tilton.] 
Can  you  find  it  in  there,  Theodore — July  18  ? 

Jfr.  Fullerton. — If  your  Honor  please,  I  can  not  find  in«this  unpaged  book 
the  statement  which  I  desire  to  put  in  next,  and  the  hour  of  adjournment 
having  arrived,  I  propose  to  adjourn  now. 

Mr.  Emrts. — If  your  Honor  please,  we  had  a  substituted  paper  yesterday 
which  we  might  as  well  liave  now. 

Judge  Neilson. — Has  he  the  original  of  the  paper  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  have  it. 

Mr.  Ecarts. -It  is  the  proposed  card  Mr.  Tilton  was  going  to  publish, 
embodying  what  is  now  called  the  letter  of  contrition. 

Judge  Neilson. — And  also  The  Union  newspaper  ff 

Mr.  Ecarts. — Yes,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — They  can  bring  them  in  on  Monday  morning. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  have  found  this  statement,  if  your  Honor  please* 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  we  will  perfect  that  the  first  thing  on  Monday 
morning. 

Mr.  Evarti. — We  will  go  on  with  that  on  Monday,  if  your  Honor  please. 
We  have  got  through,  and  put  up  our  papers. 

Judge  Neilson. — [To  the  Jury.]    Gentlemen,  you  recollect  the  admoni- 
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tion  made  to  you,  and  repeated  with  the  concurrence  of  the  counsel  on  both 
sides,  requesting  you  not  to  read  about  the  case,  or  converse  with  any  person 
about  it,  or  about  the  details  of  it ;  also  my  request  that  if  any  person  should 
approach  you  to  attempt  to  speak  upon  the  subject  in  your  hearing  with  a 
view  to  influence  you  it  would  be  your  duty  to  name  that  person  to  me.  We 
will  now  adjourn  to  Monday  morning,  inasmuch  as  the  engagements  of  the 
learned  counsel  prevent  their  attending  to-morrow,  and  it  will  need  great 
circumspection  and  prudence  upon  your  part  to  avoid  being  communicated 
with.  That  prudence  will,  perhaps,  be  stimulated  by  a  becoming  sense  of  the 
responsibility  \ihich  rests  on  you.  I  trust  you  will  not  be  wanting  in  atten- 
tion to  it.  There  seems  to  be  an  incongruity,  however,  in  asking  the  jury  not 
to  read  about  the  case,  if  the  newspapers  which  happily  find  their  way  every- 
where, like  leaves  in  autumn,  and  go  into  every  household,  and  are  read  by 
the  members  of  the  household,  comment  on  the  case  and  discuss  it  in  edito- 
rials and  expressed  opinions,  and  in  view  of  that  I  have  thought  proper  to 
suggest  to  the  gentlemen  present  connected  with  the  press  to  convey  the  ex- 
pression of  my  hope  to  the  editors  that  they  will  not,  during  the  progress  of 
the  trial,  discuss  the  merits  of  it  or  of  any  particular  phase  of  it.  There 
seems  to  be  a  propriety  in  it,  and  a  necessity  for  it.  I  want  to  say  to  the 
audience,  which  is  so  large  to-day,  that  it  has  been  very  agreeable  to  me  in- 
deed to  observe  the  order  and  the  patience  with  which  the  proceedings  have 
been  allowed  to  proceed.  The  jury  will  now  pass  out  with  the  officer.  Re- 
turn, gentlemen,  and  be  in  your  places  on  Monday  morning  at  11  o'clock. 
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Francis  D  Moulton  recalled,  and  the  direct  examination  resumed. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — Look  at  the  paper  now  shown  you,  and  say  whether  that  is 
your  first  statement  to  the  Committee  of  Investigation  [handing  witness  a 
paper]  ?    A.  It  is,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  it  prepared  ?  A.  Prepared  for  reading  to  the  Investigating 
Committee  of  Plymouth   Church,  July  the  13th. 

Mr,  Evarts, — If  your  Honor  please,  how  is  this  material  ?  This  is  no  part 
of  any  res  gesUB  that  I  know  of.  The  paper  was  introduced  to  the  attention 
of  the  witness  as  we  were  about  adjourning.  Now  his  attention  is  called  to 
it.     It  is  what  is  called  the  first  statement  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton, — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Eoarts, — It  is  called  the  first  statement,  not  the  long  one. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — The  first  statement. 

Mr.  EvarU, — The  first  statement  which  Mr.  Moulton  prepared,  as  he  has 
just  nowk  stated,  in  reference  to  some  pending  investigation  that  was  in  prog^ 
ress.  Of  course  that  is  not  evidence  on  its  face.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with 
this  issue. 

JuDOB  Neilson. — The  only  possible  suggestion  that  occurs  to  me  in 
favor  of  its  being  evidence  is  that  Mr.  Beecher  approved  its  use,  if  he  did 
ao. 
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.l/r.  Eoarts. — ^That  will  appear  afterwards,  I  suppose.  If  it  is  intended  to 
show  that  it  is  Mr.  Beecher's  statement,  then  we  can  understand  it  that  it  la 
evidence  against  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — The  gentleman's  objection  is  premature.  I  have  not 
offered  the  statement  yet  in  evidence,  nor  have  I  given  all  the  preliminary 
proof  which  I  design  to  give  before  I  offer  it  in  evidence.  If  that  prelimi- 
nary proof  is  insufficient  when  the  offer  is  made,  then,  of  course,  the  gentle- 
man can  properly  object. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  appeared  that  you  were  about  to  offer  it;  I  thought 
yon  were,  and  so  did  the  counsel,  I  suppose. 

Mr,  FuUerton.—l  aui  about  to  offer  it,  sir;  but  I  have  not  yet  offered  it. 
Judge  Neilson. — If  I  see  an  opportunity  to  narrow  the  circle  of  proof,  I 
should  be  very  glad  to  do  it,  if  I  can  do  it  properly. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — Yes,  sir;  but  I  don't  want  to  close  the  circle  until  the 
proof  is  in,  so  as  to  shut  it  out. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  with  the  statement  before  you  went  before  the  com- 
mittee with  it  ?    A.  Read  it  to  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.  At  my  house  in  Rcmsen-street. 

Q.  Any  one  else  present  besides  yourself  and  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  Not 
when  I  read  it  to  him ;  no,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  it  read  to  him  ?  A.  Read  to  him  on  the  afternoon  of  the 
ISih,  toward  evening. 

Q.  State  the  conversation  between  you  and  Mr.  Beecher  at  the  time  of 
reading  it  ?  A.  I  said  to  him,  '*  Mr.  Beecher,  I  have  an  invitation  to  appear 
before  your  committee  to-night,  and  I  will  read  to  ynu  the  statement  which  I 
intend  to  make  there,  and  if  it  meets  with  your  approval  I  should  like  to  have 
yoa  say  so."  I  read  it  to  him,  and  he  said  he  thought  it  an  honorable  state- 
ment, and  it  met  with  his  approval,  he  concurred  in  it — ^in  the  propriety  of  it, 
8o  far  as  I  was  concerned.  After  reading  it  to  him,  I  went  downstairs  with 
bim  into  the  room  where  my  wife  was,  and  my  wife  said  to  Mr.  Beecher, 
''  What  do  you  think  of  Frank's  statement  ?  "  And  I  said,  **Mr.  Beecher 
has  said  it  is  an  honorable  one ; "  and  my  wife  said,  *^  You  consider  it  hon- 
orable ?  "  And  he  said,  *'  Yes."  I  said  then  to  him  that  I  had  also  read  it  to 
Mr.  Tilton,  and  he  also  concurred  in  it. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — I  now  offer  it  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Bvarttt, — How  is  it  evidence  on  any  issue  here  ?  Here  is  a  statement 
in  the  nature  of  an  argument  or  proposition  of  Mr.  Moulton's  relation  or 
attitude  towards  an  investigation  going  on ;  and  Mr.  Beecher,  who  is  a  party 
interested  in  that  inquiry — and  Mr.  Tilton,  if  you  please,  also  interested  in 
that  inquiry  as  the  accuser — say  in  respect  to  a  statement  that  Mr.  Moulton 
proposes  to  make,  that  it  is  an  honorable  statement  for  him  to  make*  I  don't 
know  whether  the  statement  contains  any  facts  or  not.  It  is  a  short  state- 
ment, and  rather  in  the  nature  of  a  reason  for  not  going  on  any  further, 
isn't  it  ff 

Mr.  Fullerton. — ^That  is  one  view  to  be  taken  of  it. 

Mr.  Etarti, — ^It  is  not  any  evidence  on  any  issue  in  this  cause,  and  if  it  is 
idmitted  it  must  be  admitted  against  our  objection  and  exception. 
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Mr.  FullerUm. — I  am  somewhat  surprised  that  the  learned  counsel  should 
object  to  the  reading  of  the  statement  and  at  the  same  breath  confess  that  be 
does  not  know  what  is  stated  in  it,  because  what  is  stated  in  it  makes  it 
proper  to  be  read  in  evidence.  If  the  learned  counsel  had  perused  it,  he 
would  see  at  once  that  it  becomes  an  important  piece  of  evidence  in  this  con- 
troversy, and  I  can  state  very  l)riefly  bow  it  becomes  im{)ortant.  In  the  first 
place,  it  does  state  facts  whicli  have  a  bearing  upon  this  issue.  In  the  next 
place,  it  discloses  a  disposition  upon  the  part  of  Mr.  Beecher  to  throw 
ol)stacles  in  the  way  of  this  investigation  which  he  himself  had  set  on  foot; 
and  we  suppose  that  it  is  a  material  fact  in  this  case  to  show  that  while  he 
was  pretending  that  he  wanted  an  investigation,  in  point  of  fact  he  wanted 
no  such  thing,  and  tried  to  smother  it.  Those  two  facts  become  very  ap- 
parent by  the  reading  of  this  paper.  • 

Judge  Neilson. — Very  well;  the  last  fact,  if  it  be  such — the  suggestion 
that  Mr.  Beecher  wished  to  smother  the  investigation — is  not  at  all  material 
here,  and  I  think  on  the  whole  it  is  my  duty  to  rule  out  that  paper. 

Mr.  FaVerton. — Will  your  Htmor  hear  us  upon  that  subject?  . 

Mr.  Evnrts. — You  have  just  been  heard. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  propose  to  be  heard  again.  That  is  for  the  court  and 
not  tlie  counsel  to  determine. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  can  not  conceive  how  anything  that  the  witness  could 
have  written — any  statement  of  farts  (we  have  the  facts  otlierwise),  any  argu- 
ment— could  be  material  in  any  point  of  view  in  this  case. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Why,  sir,  one  strong  argument  to  be  made  upon  the  other 
side  in  this  case  is  this,  that  Mr.  Beecher  courted  this  investigation;  he  ap- 
pointed a  committee  for  the  purpose  of  going  to  the  bottom  of  this  scandal, 
and  developing  every  fact  that  could  possibly  throw  any  light  upon  the  sub- 
ject, and  hence  they  say  he  was  innocent  of  this  charge;  that  the  scandal  had 
iio  foundation  in  fact.  Doesn't  it  become  important  for  us  to  show  while, 
upon  the  one  hand,  he  was  pretending  that  he  wanted  an  examination,  that 
he  was  secretly  trying  to  suppress  it  ?  Why,  certainly,  sir,  it  turns  away  the 
edge  of  that  instrument  which  they  use  against  us  in  this  case.  It  becomes 
very  important  that  we  should  show  that  fact.  Then,  up<m  the  other  hand, 
I  tliink,  even  if  your  Honor  should  conclude  to  shut  it  out  for  that  reason,  it 
must  be  admitted  for  another  reason,  and  that  is  that  he  stated  facts,  and 
that  Mr.  Beecher  acquiesced  in  those  facts — said  that  it  was  a  proper  state- 
ment to  be  made;  that  it  was  an  honorable  statement  upon  the  part  of  Mr. 
Moultou,  and  truthful. 

Mr.  Evarts. — He  has  not  said  that. 

Mr,  Beach. — Yes,  sir;  he  has  said  it  was  a  true  statement.  Let  us  see 
from  the  stenographer's  notes  whether  he  said  it. 

Mn  Fullerton. — I  want  to  show  that  up  to  that  hour  Mr.  MouUon  was  in 
the  confidence  of  Mr.  Beecher,  and  acted  as  he  wanted  him  to  act. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  appears.  The  real  question  is  whether  it  does 
state  facts,  and  whether  Mr.  Beecher  assented  to  the  correctness  of  the  state- 
ment of  facts.     Has  counsel  looked  at  the  paper  ? 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  have  looked  at  it  heretofore,  generally.  I  haven't  it  before 
me  at  this  moment. 
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Mr,  FuUerton. — Wliy,  sir,  the  paper  acknowlodj^es  the  oilense. 

Mr,  Epartg. — Your  honor  can  look  at  the  pap  t  if  it  is  desired, 

Mr,  Beach. — There  is,  first,  sir,  a  dispute  to  l>e  settled  in  regard  to  w^iat  is 
the  evidence  of  the  witness  in  regard  to  the  recognitiDU  by  Mr.  Beecher  of 
the  accuracy  of  this  statement,  and  I  therefore  ask  the  stenographer  to  read 
the  evidence  of  Mr.  Moalton  as  to  what  Ml*.  Becoher  said  upon  that  subject. 

[Evidence  read.]        , 

Mr.  Bfarh, — The  evidence  then  is  that  when  the  Btatement  was  read  to 
Mr.  Beecher  he  concurred  in  it.  If,  therefore,  the  statement  contains  any 
fact  material  to  this  issue  it  certainly  is  competent  to  be  given;  and,  although 
it  18  true,  as  your  Honor  says,  that  ^Ir.  Moulton  can  make  no  statement  that 
shall  be  conclusive  upon  Mr.  Beeclier,  your  Ilouor  will  recognize  the  truth 
of  the  proposition  that  when  a  statement  of  a  fact  is  made  to  a  party  and  he 
concurs  in  that  statement  of  fact,  it  is  an  adoption  of  the  statement  and  it 
becomes  evidence  against  him.  And,  if  your  Honor  please,  that  question 
was  before  you  upon  an  earlier  interlocutory  question,  and  the  case  in  the 
65th  New  York  *  was  referred  to,  and  was  at  that  time  acquiesced  in  by  your 
Honor's  decision,  and  it  is  too  familiar  a  principle  to  be  disputed.  But,  if 
your  Honor  please,  will  you  regard  the  suggestion  which  is  made  by  my 
associate  upon  the  other  aspect  in  which  this  evidence  is  important.  Is  it  not 
a  material  fact  for  us  to  show  that  whenever  this  subject  was  presented  or 
dificussed,  whenever  upon  any  occasion  it  was  advanced  for  investigation, 
whatever  was  the  public  attitude  of  Mr.  Beecher  with  reference  to  that  in- 
quiry, yet  he  in  secret  repressed  and  discountenanced  all  inv<»stigation  into 
the  subject  ?  Is  it  not  a  substantial  fact  to  be  given  in  evidence  against  any 
person,  accused  either  of  crime  or  of  offense,  that  he  labors  at  concealment, 
avoids  investigation,  endeavers  to  escape  from  all  agitation  of  the  subject  ? 
Is  not  concealment  everywhere  an  evidence  of  guilt,  and  may  we  not  in  that 
aapect  alone  present  this  evidence,  with  other  evidence  which  your  Honor  has 
received  tending  to  the  same  issue  and  leading  to  the  same  result  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — The  various  papers  that  have  been  put  in  have  been 
read  without  objection.  I  do  cot  recall  a  single  one,  not  even  Mrs.  Morse's 
letter,  that  wa3  objected  to.  The  effect  of  the  paper  in  view  of  defendant's 
action  was  spoken  to  by  counsel,  and  that  held  in  reserve,  but  the  reading  of 
the  paper  itself  was  not  objected  to.  This  is  the  first  one,  I  think,  that  has 
been  thus  objected  to.  The  simple  question  is,  Mr.  Evarts,  whether  it  is 
admissible  as  having  been  approved  by  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr.  Evarts, — Exactly. 

Judge  Neilson. — There  is  this  to  be  said  about  it  at  the  same  time. 
An  approval  by  the  defendant — an  unqualified  approval  would  be  one 
thing.  An  approval  of  it  as  proper  to  be  put  in  by  the  witness  would  be 
perhaps  another  thing. 

Mr,  EcarU. — Whenever  this  paper  shall  be  read,  if  your  Honor  shall 
think  that  it  is  admissible,  its  entire  harmlessness  as  affecting  the  case  of 
this  defendant  will  be  apparent;  but,  nevertheless,  the  question  arises  for 
ooonsel  whether  matters    not    pertinent    to    an    issue  which   includes   the 

»  Ante,  p,  869. 
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rantrc  and  scope  of  what  is  pertinent,  and  enough,  and  an  adequate 
vanety  of  evidence — whether  evidence  not  pertinent  should  be  admitted 
because  it  is  not  injurious.  If  not  relevant,  the  question  whether  it  is 
not  injurious  is  one  with  which  counsel  have  prt»perly  nothing  to  do. 
Here  in  a  statement  of  Mr.  Moulton,  who  occupied  tlie  position  of  a  wit- 
ness notified  to  attend  before  a  church  examination  which  had  no  compul- 
sory power  over  him.  He  did  not  go  there  as  a  witness,  but  he  prepared  a 
statement  which  was  to  be  for  tlie  present  at  least  an  answer  for  his  not  testi- 
fying, and  he  read  it  to  Mr.  Beecher  and  asked  him  if  he  thought  it  was  an 
honorable  statement  for  him  (Mr.  Moulton)  to  make  in  that  behalf,  and 
for  that  purpose;  and  then  he  asked  Mr.  Tilton  the  same  thing,  and  then 
Mrs.  Moulton,  it  seems,  had  an  interest  in  asking  the  question,  and  the 
result  of  it  L^,  no  doubt,  as  it  stands,  that  Mr.  Beecher  had  this  little 
short  statement  of  half  a  page,  which  I  ho!<l  in  my  hand,  read  to  him, 
and  said  that  it  was  an  honorable  statement  for  him  to  make,  and,  if  you 
plense,  concurred  in  the  propriety  of  his  making  it;  that  is  all. 

Judge  Neilson.  —  Tliat  had  reference,  of  course,  to  the  attitude  of  Mr. 
M<mlton. 

Mr.  Evnrts. — No  doubt — the  propriety  of  his  making  it. 

Mr.  Fuller  Ion, — He  states  some  facts  which  bear  upon  this  issue. 

Mr,  Eiarts.— Who  ? 

Mr,  Fulleiton, — Mr.  Moulton;  in  that  statement. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — Whatever  is  in  that  conversation  that  bears  on  the  issue  is 
not  wiiat  we  are  now  discussing.  The  question  is  whether  this  statement 
bears  on  the  issue  ? 

Mr.  F'dlerton, — My  reply  is 

Mr.  Evnrts, — ^I  believe  I  have  the  floor.  My  learned  friend  undertakes  to 
say,  and  he  is  supported  by  his  learned  associate,  that  whatever  indicates  an 
aversion  on  Mr.  Beecher's  part  to  a  promulgation  of  scandal,  and  aa  examin- 
ation into  ec.indal,  is  to  be  produced  as  evidence  that  he  is  guilty  of  a  crime. 
There  is  no  principle  of  human  nature,  and  no  rule  of  law,  that  imputes  and 
such  consequences  to  any  such  efforts.  There  is  one  simple  issue  to  be  tried 
in  this  cause,  the  buiden  of  which  has  been  assumed  by  this  plaintiff,  any 
that  is  to  prove  the  adultery  of  his  wife;  and  I  would  like  to  know  how 
these  conversations  as  to  the  latitude  and  mode  of  meeting  an  inquiry  into 
that  matter,  and  the  aversion  of  one  party  to  the  alleged  fault — the  alleged 
guilt,  being  indisposed  to  have  the  inquiry  made,  bears  upon  the  question, 
which  is  the  real  question  that  your  Honor  or  the  jury  are  occupied  with— the 
existence  of  the  fact. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — I  agree  entirely  with  the  learned  counsel  as  to  the  issue 
between  these  parties,  and  as  to  who  has  taken  the  affirmative  of  that  issue, 
and  I  assert  again  that  there  are  facts  stated  in  this  statement  which  bear 
upon  that  issue.  It  was  a  statement  read  to  Mr.  Beecher,  Mr.  Beecher 
understanding  perfectly  well  that  that  was  to  be  promulgated  before  the 
Committee.  Doesn't  it  become  important,  therefore,  to  look  into  this  state- 
ment and  see  what  was  there  said  with  reference  to  this  crime  charged  upon 
Mr.  Beecher  ?    Suppose  that   Mr.  Moulton  in  that  proposed  statement  had 
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acknowledged  Mr.  Beeclier^s  guilt,  but  did  not  think  that  it  was  a  subject 
for  investigation,  that  it  ought  to  be  suppressed;  would  not  that  become 
evidence?  Why,  it  seems  to  mo,  if  the  court  please,  that  the  proposition  is 
too  plain  for  argument,  and  if  your  Honor  will  take  the  statement  and  ex- 
amine it,  you  will  see  that  Mr.  Mjulton  cume  directly  to  the  point  in  that 
statement  and  gave  his  reasons  why  he  should  not  testify,  and  those  reasons 
bear  upon  this  question  now  before  this  jury.  There  can  be  nothing  plainer, 
air.     I  beg  your  Honor  to  look  at  this  statement. 

Mr.  Evarti. — Your  Honor  can  look  at  the  paper. 

Mr,  Beach, — I  have  sent  for  an  authority,  sir,  that  I  wish  your  Honor  to 
see. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  do  not  think  it  will  help  me  any  to  look  at  the  paper 
I  taking  the  paper]. 

Mr,  Evarts. — It  is  a  very  short  paper. 

Mr,  FiiUcrtofi, — And  a  very  significant  one.  Then  in  another  point  of  view, 
already  presented  to  your  Honor,  this  paper  becdmes  exceedingly  important. 
I  repeat  what  I  said  before,  that  when  Mr.  Jleeoher  makes  efforts  to  sup- 
press investigation,  he  certainly  is  doing  something  from  whirh  his  guilt  may 
be  inferred.  I  can  not  see  any  other  inference  to  be  drawn  from  it.  He  says 
to  the  public:  **I  want  investigation."  He  says  to  his  church,  *'  Appoint  a 
committee  for  the  purpose  of  investigating,"  but  in  private  and  in  secret  he  is 
attempting  in  every  possible  way  to  prevent  it.  As  a  matter  of  course,  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  Moulton  before  that  Investigating  Committee  was  of  the 
first  importance.  He  had  been  connected  witli  this  unhappy  matter  from  the 
beginning  up  to  the  time  of  the  meeting  of  the  Investigating  Committee. 
He  had  within  his  knowledge  facts  which  would  enable  him  to  determine 
whether  the  slander  was  groundless  or  well-founded.  Now,  if  Mr.  Beecher 
prevented  or  attempted  to  prevent  him  from  going  before  that  committee, 
orgauized  by  himself  so  as  to  shut  out  all  these  facts  within  that  gentleman's 
knowledge,  doesn't  it  become  important  ?  Doesn't  it  bear  upon  this  question, 
and  in  connection  with  the  flood  of  evidence  in  this  case  is  not  the  jury  war- 
ranted in  drawing  an  inference  from  it  ?  Does  it  not  add  to  the  force  and  to 
the  effect  of  the  other  testimony  in  this  cause  ?  It  can  not  be  said  to  be  irre- 
levant. It  is  always  competent  to  prove  against  an  individual  on  trial  for  an 
offense  that  he  endeavored  to  suppress  testimony,  that  he  got  a  witness  to  go 
out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  and  beyond  its  process,  that  he  undertook 
for  a  compensation  to  withhold  the  truth  ;  anv thing  of  that  kind  is  competent 
in  the  trial  of  an  individual  for  an  offense.  The  suppression  of  the  truth  is 
always  evidence  of  guilt  on  the  part  of  the  individual  who  is  on  trial. 

Mr,  Beach, — ^I  read  to  your  Honor  from  the  case  of  KeUey  v.  The  People^  in 
the  55th  of  New  York,  page  565.  I  read  from  page  571.  It  was  a  criminal 
case  : 

^'  Where  an  individual  is  charged  with  an  offense,  or  declarations  are  made, 
in  his  presence  and  hearing,  touching  or  affecting  his  guilt  or  innocence  of  an 
nlleged  crime,  and  he  remains  silent  when  it  would  be  proper  for  him  to 
^peak,  it  is  the  province  of  the  jury  to  interpret  such  silence,  and  determine 
whether  his  silence  was,  under  the  circumst'inces,  excused  or  explained.     At 
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most,  Hilence  under  such  circumstaDccs,  is  but  an  implied  acquiescence  in  the 
truth  of  the  statements  made  by  others,  and  thus  presumptive  endence  of 
guilt,  and  in  some  cases  it  may  be  slight,  except  as  confirmed  and  corrobo- 
rated by  other  circumstances." 

In  this  case,  your  Honor  perceives,  i^was  not  simple  silence:  it  was  an 
explicit  concunence. 

"  But  it  is  some  evidence,  and  therefore,  except  in  those  cases  where  the 
statements  are  made  upon  an  occasion  and  under  circumstances  in  wliich  the 
individual  sought  to  be  affected  could  not  without  propriety  speak,  as  in  the 
progress  of  a  judicial  investigation,  or  in  a  discussion  between  third  persons 
not  addressed  to  or  intended  to  aCTect  the  accused,  or  induce  any  action  in 
respect  to  him,  so  that  for  him  to  speak  would  be  a  manifest  intrusion  into  a 
discourse  to  which  he  was  not  a  party,  the  evidence  is  competent  and  should 
be  admitted." 

Your  Honor  will  also  observe  that  this  was  not  a  conversation  between 
third  parties.  It  was  an  appeal  addressed  directly  to  this  defendant  himself. 
It  was  in  relation  to  an  investigation  of  an  o£fense  charged  against  him  in 
which  the  truth  of  that  accusation  was  to  be  investigated  by  a  committee 
selected  by  himself.  Therefore  it  was  proper  for  him  to  speak;  the  occasion 
demanded  utterance  upon  hLs  part.  He  knew  that  this  statement  was  to  be 
presented  to  that  committee,  and  he  knew  in  what  degree  and  to  what  extent 
that  statement  would  affect  that  investigation.     The  court  proceed  to  say: 

*^  Any  declaration  of  the  individual  in  response  to  a  statement  so  made 
would  be  admissible  in  evidence,  and  an  omission  to  make  any  answer  to  it, 
or  to  notice  it,  like  other  acts  of  the  party,  is  to  be  interpreted,  and  such 
effect  given  to  it  as  evidence,  in  connection  with  the  other  circumstances  of 
the  case,  as  the  jury  in  their  discretion  shall  think  it  entitled  to.  The  impli- 
cation of  assent  to  a  statement  affecting  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  an  individ- 
ual, from  an  omission  to  controvert,  qualify  or  explain  it,  arises  from  the  fact 
that  a  person  knowing  the  truth  or  falsity  of  a  statement  affecting  bis  rights, 
made  by  another  in  his  presence,  will  naturally,  under  circumstances  calling 
for  a  reply,  deny  it,  if  he  be  at  liberty  to  do  so,  if  he  do  not  intend  to  admic 
it.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  admission  of  the  declarations  of  the  accused,  as 
evidence,  that  they  are  made  while  he  is  under  arrest,  and  his  admission, 
either  expressed  or  implied,  of  the  truth  of  a  statement  made  by  others  onder 
the  same  circumstances,  is  equally  admissible.  His  conduct  and  acts,  as  well 
in  custody  as  when  at  large,  may  be  given  in  evidence  against  him,,  and  their 
cogency  as  evidence  will  be  determined  by  the  jury." 

Now,  sir,  I  do  not  think  that  argument  can  illustrate  the  application  of 
that  principle  to  this  case. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  still  think  that  in  this  instance  it  was  understood  that 
the  witness  was  to  make  a  statement  to  the  committee.  It  appears  his  state- 
ment had  been  prepared,  had  been  submitted  to  Mr.  Tilton.  It  was  in  a 
friendly  spirit,  no  doubt,  submitted  to  Mr.  Beecher,'  and  he  had  in  view  the 
fact  that  Mr.  Moulton  was  to  make  a  statement — and,  of  course,  a  statement 
from  his  standpoint  of  view.  I  think  the  case  is  very  much  as  an  instance 
would  be  where  a  witness  testifies  adversely  to  you;  and  yet  you  admit  that. 
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differiDg  from  your  vie^',  it  was  hononible  in  him  to  testify  as  he  did.  The 
paper  did  not  call,  it  seems  to  me,  for  a  contradiction  on  the  part  of  this  de- 
fendant; and  I  still  think  I  must  rule  it  out,  sir. 

?^i\  Beach. — We  except.  [To  Mr.  PuUertpn.]  We  want  it  to  appear  upon 
the  record ;  that  is  all.     That  does  not  put  it  upon  the  record. 

Mr,  Ftdlerton, — I  want  to  offer  parts  of  this,  sir,  if  the  whole  is  not  ad- 
mitted. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  you  can  frame  the  offer  in  such  form  hereafter 
as  need  be. 

Mr,  Beach. — No,  sir;  we  want  it  on  the  record. 

Judge  Nkilson. — Frame  it  in  your  own  way  to  give  point  to  your  er 
ception. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Then  I  o*ffer  this  part  in  evidence. 

Mr,  Ecarta. — If  they  are  to  offer  any  part  in  evidence,  they  should  be 
marked  and  lianded  to  the  court  for  the  court  to  pass  upon.  Your  Honor  has 
held  that  the  paper  itself  shall  not  be  offered  to  the  jury.  I  ask  that  they 
be  handed  up  to  your  Honor. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  has  a  right  to  say  he  offers  to  prove  one  clause  after 
another. 

Mr,  Evarti. — Yes,  but  the  point  is  this,  if  your  n<mor  please:  he  pro- 
poses to  your  Honor  that  certain  parts  of  a  written  paper,  notwithstanding 
the  paper  itself  is  not  admissi!)le  (which  your  Houor  has  ruled),  are  admissible. 
Now,  how  he  expects  to  make  that  lodgment  and  distinction,  I  don't  know. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  the  counsel  can  mark  the  parts. 

Mr,  EcartB, — Yes,  sir ;  and  hand  it  to  your  Honor. 

Mr.  Beach, — That  does  not  bring  it  upon  the  record.  I  do  not  see  much 
difficulty  in  supposing  that  while  an  instrument  may  not  be  admissible,  as  a 
"whole, — there  may  be  aonic  immaterial  matter  in  it  which  would  be  sufficient 
to  exclude  it  when  offered  as  a  whole, — and  yet  there  may  be  parts  of  it,  state- 
Uicnts  of  fact  which  we  say  were  admitted  by  Mr.  Beecher  on  that  occasion, 
-which  may  be  admissible. 

Judge  Neilson. — Your  rights  ought  to  be  saved  in  respect  to  it,  of 
course;  any  form  that  will  do  that. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Then  I  offer  in  evidence 

Mr,  EvarU. — We  object. 

Judge  Neilson. — [To  Mr.  Fullerton.]  The  counsel  objects  to  your  read- 
ing it  in  the  hearing  of  the  jury. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Well,  your  Honor,  I  can't  get  it  on  the  record  without 
reading  it.     Your  Honor  don't  put  it  on  the  record  by  reading  it. 

Mr,  EcarU.  — Why,  certainly ;  he  marl^s  it. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Not  at  all.  If  it  is  shut  out  it  will  do  no  harm  to  the 
defendant.     If  it  is  let  in,  why  then  it  has  its  natural  effect. 

Mr,  EvcrU, — Of  course  it  is  always  more  interesting  to  counsel  to  have 
the  evidence  both  in,  and  have  an  exception  for  ruling  it  out;  that  we  all 
understand.  Now,  he  had  got  an  exception  to  its  being  ruled  out,  and  now 
he  would  like  to  have  it  in. 

Mr.  Beach. — How  does  it  get  in  when  it  is  not  admitted  ? 
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Mr,  EvarU, — By  reading  it. 

Mr.  Beach. — Does  reading  a  proposition  make  it  evidence  ? 

Mr,  Eoarts. — ^It  answers  the  purpose. 

Mr.  Beach. — Answers  the  purpose?  How?  Does  the  gentleman  distmst 
the  gentlemen  of  the  jury  that  they  will  not  obey  your  Honor  in  ruling  out 
evidence  ?  And  does  your  Honor  mean  to  deny  us  the  privilege  of  making 
a  proposal  of  proof  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — No,  sir. 

Mr.  Ecarts.—ln  the  ordinary  mode. 

Mr.  FulUrton. — I  offer  in  evidence  this  part  of   the  statement,   to  wit 

[reading]  : 

*'  I  regret  for  your  sakes  the  reHponsibility  imposed  on  rae  of  appearing  here 
to-night.  If  I  pay  anytliing,  I  must  speak  tlie  truth.  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
simple  curiosity  of  the  world  at  large,  or  even  of  this  committee,  ought  to  be 
f^ratified  through  any  recitation  by  me  of  the  facta  which  are  in  my  possession, 
iiect*s>aril y  in  contidence,  through  my  relation  to  the  parties.  The  i  ersonal  dif- 
ferences of  which  I  am  awar«\  as  the  chosen  arbitrator,  have  once  been  settled 
honorably  hntween  the  parties,  and  wotild  never  have  been  revived  except  on  ac- 
count of  recent  attacks,  both  in  and  out  of  Plymouth  Church,  made  upon  the 
character  of  Theodore  Tilton,  to  which  he  thought  a  reply  necessary.  If  the 
present  iH>ue  is  to  be  settled,  it  mu:«t  be,  in  my  opinion,  by  the. parties  themselves, 
either  together  or  separately,  bef«>re  your  committee,  each  taking  the  responsi- 
bility of  his  own  utterance.  As  I  am  fully  conversant  with  the  facts  and  evi- 
dences. I  shall,  HS  between  these  parties,  if  necessary,  deem  it  my  duty  to  state 
the  truth,  in  order  to  final  settlenuMir,  aod  that  the  world  may  be  well  informed 
before  pronouncing  its  jud«j:nient  with  reference  to  either.  I  therefore  suggest 
to  you  that  the  parties  first  be  heard,  that  if  then  you  deem  it  necessary  that  I 
should  appear  i)ero'e  you,  I  will  do  so,  to  speak  the  truth,  the  whole  iruih,  and 
uothiut;  but  the  nuih." 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  ruled  out.  You  take  an  exception  specially  to 
that.     Now,  the  next. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  also  offer  this,  to  wit  : 

**  I  hold  tonight,  asl  have  held  hitherto,  the  opinion  that  Mr.  Beecher  should 
frankly  state  that  he  had  committed  an  offense  against  Mr.  Tilton,  for  which  it 
was  neces-ary  to  apologize,  and  for  which  he  did  apologize  in  the  language  of 
the  letter,  part  of  which  has  been  quoted.  * 

Judge  Neilson. — Same  ruling  as  to  that,  and  same  exception. 
Mr.  FuUcrton. — I  also  offer  this  : 

"That  he  [referring  to  Mr.  Beecher]  should  have  stated  frankly  that  he 
deemed  it  necessary  for  Mr.  Tilton  to  have  made  the  defense  against  Dr.  Leonard 
Bacon,  which  he  did  make,  and  that  he  (Mr  Beecher)  should  refuse  to  be  a  party 
to  the  reopening  of  this  painful  subject." 

Judge  Neilson. — Same  ruling. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — [Reading]  : 

**  If  he  had  made  this  statement  he  would  have  stated  no  more  than  the  truth, 
and  it  would  have  saved  him  and  you  the  responsibility  of  a  further  inquiry.  It 
is  bettor  now  that  the  committet^  should  not  report ;  and,  in  plac^of  a  report,  Mr. 
Beecher  himself  should  make  the  statement  which  I  have  suggested,  or  that  if 
the  committee  does  report,  the  report  should  be  a  recommendation  to  Mr.  Beecher 
to  make  such  a  statement  " 

Judge  Neilson. — Same  ruling  as  to  that. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Now,  if  your  Honor  please,  my  learned  friend  has  read  eTeiy 

particle  of  this  paper  except  mere  surplusage. 
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Judge  Neilsok. — He  gets  it  on  the  record  in  that  way ;  I  tbink  it  ii 
proper  to  his  exceptions. 

Mr,  EtarU, — He  bus  done  it,  as  I  told  you. 

Mr.  FuUertaii. — ^And  I  have  read  it  because  I  want  to  offer  it;  in  evidence, 
except  the  surplusage. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  you  have  done  properly. 

Mr,  FuUcrton. — Is  the  complaint  that  I  have  not  offered  the  surplusage  ? 

Mr  Etnrts, — The  situation  is  a  very  plain  one.  You  offered  a  paper  which 
wa«  ruled  out.  There  should  have  been  an  end  of  it.  You  then  oUered  parts 
of  it,  as  you  said,  on  some  particular  discrimination,  and  in  that  respect.  You 
read  the  whole  paper  except  a  mere  formality. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — And  the  whole  paper  is  ruled  out  and  all  its  parts  ? 

Mr,  EtarU, — That  was  the  first  ruling. 

Mr,  FulUrton, — Undoubtedly  it  was. 

Mr.  EtarU. — You  said  you  would  make  the  discrimination. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — I  have  discriminated. 

Mr.  EcarU. — ^Well,  I  don't  see  it. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — The  gentleman  says  I  have  not  offered  the  surplusage.  I 
have  discriminated  between  the  wheat  and  the  chaff.  He  wants  the  chaff  also, 
if  I  understand  him  ri^ht.  I  left  out  just  what  I  chose  to  leave  out.  The 
gentleman  can  not  preclude  me  from  making  my  offer  of  testimony. 

Mr.  Beach. — We  take  exception  to  each  of  those  rulings. 

Judge  Neilsok. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Now,  had  the  Bacon  letter  then  been  published  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir;  the  Bacon  letter  was  published,  had  been  published — the  Bacon 
letter  had  been  published. 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  long  it  had  been  published  ?    A.  June  previous. 

Q.  State  whether  that  Bacon  letter  had  been  the  subject  of  conversation 
between  yrmrself  and  Mr.  Beech er  ?    A.  It  had  been ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Prior  to  the  reading  of  the  statement  of  which  you  have  spoken  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir ;  and  was  the  subject  of  conversation  at  the  time  I  spok*)  to  him  with 
reference  to  this  statement. 

Q.  And  what  did  Mr.  Beccher  say  at  the  time  you  read  that  statement  to 
him,  if  anything,  with  reference  to  the  apology,  so  called;  I  refer  to  the  letter 
of  January  1st,  1871,  in  that  conversation  ?  A.  I  said  to  him,  I  said  to  Mr. 
Beechcr 

Q.  Goon?  A.  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  *'I  have  recommended  from  the 
first — ^have  said  from  the  first,  rather,  that  this  Bacon  letter,  in  my  opinion, 
offered  a  basis  for  reconciliation,  on  account  of  the  introduction  of  the  word 
'offense,*  and  the  reason  that  I  have  followed  the  line  I  have  in  this  state- 
ment is,  that  I  want  to  carry  that  view  into  the  committee,  and  don't  want  to 
go  any  further  than  that ";  and  then  he  said,  *^I  C(mcur  in  the  propriety  of 
that  statement."  After  hearing  my  retisims,  he  said,  *'I  concur  in  the  pro- 
priety of  that  statement";  and  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,- ** You  consider  it 
honorable,  do  you  not  ?."  and  he  said,  '*  Yes,  I  do."  That  was  the  conversa- 
tion between  Mr.  Beecher  and  myself.  There  was  a  further  conversation  with 
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reprard  to  the  publication  of  the  correspondence  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  the 
committee  subsequently  to  that  time. 

Q.  That  I  am  coming  to  in  u  moment;  when  dif]  you  first  leam  that  the 
committee  had  been  appointed  i     A.  From  Mr.  Beecher,  on  July  the  6th. 

Q.  Was  tliere  any  talk  between  you  and  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  the 
composition  of  that  committee  before  it  was  ordered  or  appointed  ?  A.  He 
said  he  should  hav(!  the  naming  of  the 

Q.  ITow  ?     A.  He  said  he  should  have  the  naming  of  the  people  upon  it. 

Q.  When  was  that  conversation  ?     A.  On  July  5th. 

Q.  What  occurred,  now  immediatj'lv  subsequent  to  July  5th  in  reference 
to  the  proceed inj;fs  before  that  proposed  ccnnmittee  between  yourself  and  Mr. 
Beecher?     A.   What  occurred  when — on  July  5th  ? 

Q.  Yes,  after  you  learned  the  committee  was  appointed,  what  occurred 
between  you  and  Mr.  Beecher  with  ref<Tenee  to  any  proceedings  before  it  ? 

Mr.  EcarU. — That  has  already  been  gone  into. 

Mr.  Fidhrton,-r-'So,  sir;  it  has  not. 

Mr.  Ecarta. — What  he  has  lately  stated  was  mere  repetition  of  what  he 
said  before. 

Mr.  FiiUerton. — I  will  show  the  gentleman  that  there  is  something  that 
has  not  been  developed. 

Judge  Xeilson. — Go  on. 

The  Witness. — He  consulted — I  saw  Mr.  Beecher  at  his  house,  sir,  with 
regard  to  the  report  which  he  was  to  make  to  the  committee. 

Q.  Now,  state  when  that  was  ?  A.  It  was  during  the  week  of  the  12th 
of  July,  commencing  the  12th  of  July,  between  the  12th  and  the  20th.  I 
saw  him  .several  times,  sir.  at  his  house. 

Q.  At  his  house  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  With  regani  to  what  ?  A.  With  regard  to  the  report  which  he  should 
make  to  the  investigating  committee  of  his  church. 

Q.  State  whether  he  had  it  prepared  ?  A.  He  read  to  me,  air,  from  a 
paper  what  he  proposed  to  siiy  with  regard  to  Theodore  Tilton. 

Q.  And  what  was  it  ?  A.  The  substance  of  it  was  that  he  took  upon 
himself  great  blame  for  his  conduct  toward  Theodore  Tilton  and  his  family, 
and  exonerated  Theodore  Tilton  from  all  blame  go  far  as  concerned  Tilton's 
action  toward  himstlf;  and  I  s:iid  to  him:  "Mr.  Bi*echer,  I  think  that  I  may 
be  able  to  induce  Theodore  Tilton  not  to  write  the  statement  which  he  is 
writing,  if  I  express  to  him  fully  the  ground  that  you  tjike  with  regard  to 
him;  because  I  can  not  see  that  you  can  do  anything  more,  unless  you  confess 
absolutely  to  the  ommiitee  the  crime  wliich  you  have  committed  against  him 
and  his  family.  And  I  will  try  to  influence  Mr.  Tilton  upon  the  basis  of 
what  you  have  told  me."  And  he  said:  '*Ihope  you  will  succeed  in  doing 
that;  if  Theodore  publishes  the  fact,  as  he  has  threatened  to,  of  my  relations 
with  Mrs.  Tilton,  it  will  ruin  me;  but  it  will  kill  him;"  and  he  wept  in  ex- 
pression— in  expressing  to  me  at  that  time  his  sorrow  for  the  crime  that  he 
had  committed ;  and  I,  sir,  was  deeply  atfected  myself  with  his  presentation 
of  his  contrition ;  and  I  went  to  Theodore  Tilton  'and  I  told  him  that  I 
thought  he  should  not  write  the  document  which  he  was  preparing,  if  he  in- 
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tended  in  that  document  to  state,  as  he  said  he  had  in  Tht  Argus  newspaper, 
the  facts;  that  he  ought  not  to  do  it. 

Q.  Wei),  was  anything  said  in  tliat  conversation  in  reference  to  a  proposed 
report  or  statement  ?  A.  Not  in  that  conversation,  sir;  I  am  going  to  give 
you  the  conversation. 

Q.  Just  come  to  that,  please?  A.  Yes,  sir;  certainly.  I  saw  Mr.  Beech- 
er  again,  and  I  told  him  that  Theodore 

Jfr.  EctirU, — Give  us  the  date  of  this  ?  A.  I'm  giving  the  date  as  near 
as  I  can. 

Mr.  Beach. — He  has  said  there  were  several  interviews. 

The  WUness, — In  the  week — within  the  week,  Mr.  Evarts,  of  the  12th  and 
20th. 

Mr,  Evarts, — When  was  this?  A.  Within  that  week;  between  the  12th 
and  20th  1  saw  Mr.  Beecher,  and  I  told  him  that  Theodore  seemed  to  be 
obdurate,  that  I  thought  I  would  have  to  treat  him  about  as  I  treated  him 
belbre — let  him  work  himself  out,  and  try  to  prevent  publication  if  1  could, 
or  change  the  form,  if  I  could,  of  the  presentation;  and  I  said  to  him,  *^Mr. 

Bec-cher,   isn't  there  any  member ."     I  said  to  him,  **Mr.  Beecher  can't 

we  get  an  adjournment;  can^t  we  get  an  adjournment  of  the  Committee  of 
Investigation?"  Said  I,  **Tiu;e  is  worth  more  than  anything  else  in  this 
business  with  Tilton;"  and  he  said  he  would  try  to  get  a  postponement  of 
the  meeting  which  was  called  for  the  succeeding  Monday;  said  he  would 
write  to  Mr.  Sage  to  procure  a  postponement,  and  then  I  asked  him  if  any- 
thing new  had  occurred  to  him  since  my  last  interview  with  him ;  and  he  said, 
**No;"  and  I  said  to  him:  **Mr.  Beecher,  I  do  not — I  can  not  recommend 
you  to  make  any  report  to  that  Investigating  Committee  until  I  can  get 
Theodore  Tilton  to  commit  himself  to  what  you  shall  say;  "  and  he  was  lying 
on  his  bed  at  the  time,  and  he  rose  from  it  and  went  to  a  bureau  and  took  a 
piece  of  pa  per  and  wrote  a  form  of  proceeding  something  like  tliis:  ''Mr. 
Beecher  having  made  a  statement,  and  that  being  satisfactory,  the  paper " 

Mr,  Etitrts  asked  that  the  paper  be  produced. 

Mr,  FuUtrUm, — Well,  sir,  I  will  gratify  you. 

Mr,  Starts, — And  you  will  satisfy  the  law. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — Well,  it  is  easier  to  do  that  than  to  satisfy  you. 

[Paper  handed  to  witness.] 

The  Witness  [niixi\ing\. — ''The  statement  of  JMr.  B.  being  read,  and,  if 
striking  favorably,  then  a  word  sent  substantially  thus  to  committee." 

Q.  Is  that  the  paper  that  he  prepared  ?      A.  Precisely,  sir;  I  beg  pardon. 

Q.  I  understand  you  that  this  interview,  w^hen  this  paper  was  prepared 
that  I  have  now  produced,  was  at  Mr.  Beecher's  house?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  he  got  up  from  his  bed  to  write  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  FulUrton, — ^I  offer  it  in  evidence. 

Q.  It  is  in  Mr.  Beecher's  handwriting,  isn't  it  ?    A.  It  is. 

Mr,  FuUerton  [reading]: 

The  statement  of  Mr.  B.  being  read  and,  if  striking  favorably— then  a  word 
MBt,  sabstantially  thus,  to  committee  : — 

"I  have  been  thro,  vears  acting  under  conviction  that  I  had  been  wronged. 
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but  waR  inuler  the  imputation  of  being  the  injarer.  I  learn  fr.  a  friend  that  Mr. 
B.  in  liis  ptateniHi  t  to  you,  lias  reversed  tliis,  and  lias  done  me  justice.  I  am 
willing,  ah'd  lie  consent  to  appear  before  you  with  liim,  and  dropping  the  farther 
statements^  wh.  I  felt  it  to  be  my  duty  to  make  for  my  own  clearance,  to  settle 
this  painful  dome.stIc  ditficulty,  wh.  never  ou«;ht  to  have  been  made  public— 
finally  and  amicably." 

[Paper  marked  *'  Exhibit  No.  49."] 

Q.  What,  if  anything,  did  Mr.  Beecber  propose  when  he  handed  you  thai 
paper  ?  A.  The  substance  of  the  paper  itself — to  make  a  statement  to  the 
committee  exonerating  Mr.  Tilton  from  all  blame — from  any  injustice  towurd 
him  from  Mr.  Beecber,  and  taking  great  bhime  upon  himself  on  account  of 
his  conduct  toward  Mr.  Tilton's  family,  and  1  s^id  to  Mr.  Belcher,  *'Mr. 
Beecber,  isn't  there  any  member  of  your  committee  besiile  Mr.  Tracy,  or  isn't 
there  any  one  in  that  committee  beside  Mr.  Tracy,  to  whom  you  can  tell  the 
truth ;  10  wtiom  I  could  tell  it,  or  to  whom  Mr.  Tracy  could  tell  it,  in  order 
that  they  might  guide  the  action  of  that  committe  properly  with  reference  to 
the  fact  itself?  Couldn't  you  tell  Mr.  Sage  ?  "  and  he  said  no,  it  would  kill 
him.  He  eaid  it  almost  killed  him  when  he  told  him  that  he  had  been  guilty 
of  an  offense;  when  he  made  the  explanation  that  he  did  to  him  of  that. 

Mr,  Evart8,—T\mtUlAv.  Sage's?  A.  Yes,  sir.  **  Well,"  I  said,  «*that 
is  too  bad ;  if  you  have  not  got  onv  friend  in  that  committee  to  whom  yon 
can  tell  the  truth,  what  is  the  use  of  your  friends  ?"  and  that  is  the  substance 
of  what  occurred. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — Well,  what  did  he  wish  you  to  do  with  this  paper  that  I 
have  just  read  ?    A.  Wanted  me  to  take  it  to  Theodore  Tilton. 

Mr.  Ecnrts.—yfh&t  did  he  say  ? 

Mr,  Fullertoii.  -Yi'Sy  what  did  he  say?  That  is  the  way  he  manifested 
what  he  wanted  you  to  do,  I  suppose.  Tell  us  what  he  said  ?  A.  Yes,  sir; 
he  asked  me  to  show  that  to  Theodore  Tilton,  and  I  did  show  it  to  Theodore. 

Q.  And  did  you  report  to  Mr.  Beecber  what  Theodore  said  ?    A.  I  did ;  yes. 

Q.  And  what  did  ycm  report  to  him  ?  A.  I  said  to  him  that  Theodore 
refused  to  consent  to  make  himself  out  the  victim  of  an  hallucination;  I 
think  that  was  all. 

Q.  When  was  the  next  interview  between  yourself  and  Mr.  Beecber!  A. 
When  was  the  next  ? 

Q.  Yes  ?    A.  I  don't  remember. 

Mr,  Beach, — If  he  don't  remember  dates,  refer  him  to  the  subject. 

Q.  Well,  did  Mr.  Tilton  publish  his  card  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  he  published  it 
on  the  20th. 

Q.  On  the  20th  ?  A.  I  believe— no;  he  did  not  publish  it  on  the  20th; 
he  presented  it  to  the  committee  on  the  20th. 

Mr,  Bea^, — You  mean  he  presented  his  statement  to  the  committee  on 
the  20th  ?    A.  He  presented  his  report. 

Q.  His  statement  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  he  presented  his  statement. 

Mr,  Fullertmi, — Before  the  publication  or  the  pi-esentation  of  Mr.  Tilton't 
statement  to  the  committee,  did  he  prepare  a  proposed  report  to  the  com- 
mittee ?    A.  Did  who  ? 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Tilton  present  a  proposed  report  for  the  committee  to  make  f 
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A.  Tee,  sir;  Mr.  TUton  did,  and  I  submitted  it  on  the  first  interview  of  the 
week  of  the  12th  to  Mr.  Beecher,  when  I  told  him  I  thought  I  could  induce 
or  I  would  trj  and  induce  Theodore  to  withhold  the  statement  he  was  pre- 
paring from  the  committee. 

Q.  And  you  showed  him,  then,  as  I  understamd  you,  Mr.  Tilton's  proposed 
report  for  the  committee  to  make  f  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  submitted  to  him  a  paper 
which  Mr.  Tilton  had  prepared,  and  had  expressed  his  wiUingness  to  abide 
by  it  before  the  committee. 

Q.  Was  this  report  to  be  made  without  statement  by  either  party,  or  after 
this  statement  f 

Mr.  Evartt. — ^What  was  said  about  it  between  you  and  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

The  Witness.— Mi.  Beecher  said  to  me,  ''  Will  Theodore  stand  by  that  ?"  I 
Hdd|  ^*That  is  what  he  would  have  done ;  I  hope  he  will  still  be  willing  to  do  it." 

Mr.  FuXUrton. — ^Whtit  was  the  subject  of  conversation  then  when  he  used 
that  language  ?  A.  The  very  report  which  1  showed  to  him  of  Mr.  Tilton ;  I 
read  it  to  him  and  handed  it  to  him. 

Q.  A  report  for  the  committee  to  make  ?    A.  Tes,  sir. 

Q.  [Handing  paper  to  witness.]  Look  at  that  paper.  Is  that  the  paper 
yon  refer  to  f    A.  Yes,  sir ;  that  is  it.  • 

Q.  Now,  then,  in  that  conversation,  what  was  said  in  reference  to  the  pro- 
posed statements  of  the  respective  parties  ?  A.  That  they  were  to  go  before 
the  committee  and  make  their  statements. 

Q.  What  statements  ?    A.  Statements  of  offense. 

Q.  Have  you  reference  now  to  the  proposed  statement  by  Mr.  Beecher  just 
read  in  evidence,  and  the  reply  which  he  prepared  to  it  ?  A.  1  have  not 
any  reference  to  that.  That  which  I  have  just  handed  you  was  a  report  pre- 
pared by  Theodore  Tilton.  I  saw  Mr.  Beecher  on  that  day,  and  1  said  to  Mr. 
Beecher  :  ^'This  will  show  you  the  mind  Theodore  has  had  upon  this  subject, 
and  if  it  had  not  been  for  the  publication  of  your  correspondence,  and  the  des- 
ertion of  Theodore  by  his  wife,  he  would  not  have  been  in  the  angry  mood  he 
is  today,  insisting  upon  the  publication  of  the  facts." 

JuDGB  Neilson. — Was  that  before  or  after  Mr.  Tilton 's  statement  had 
been  given  to  the  committee  ?    A.  It  was  before,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  want  you  to  state  whether  at  the  time  of  this  conversa- 
tion the  statements  which  the  respective  parties  were  to  make  before  the  com- 
mittee, were  the  subject  of  conversation ;  and  if  their  character  was  then 
fixed,  to  state  what  they  were  to  be  ?    A.  State  that  over  again,  if  you  please. 

Q.  You  have  now  identified  a  proposed  report  that  Mr.  Tilton  prepared 
for  the  committee  to  make  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  showed  it  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  I  did. 

Q.  And  he  asked  you  if  Mr.  Tilton  would  be  satisfied  with  that  ?  A. 
Tea,  air. 

Q.  Upon  what,  or  of  what  was  that  proposed  report  to  be  predicated — ^in 
the  abape  of  statements  of  the  parties  ? 

Jfr.  EoarU. — [To  the  witness.  ]   What  passed  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  you  ? 

Mr,  FuUerton. — I  asked  that;  in  that  conversation  what  was  said  on  that 
Mbject  between  yon  f    A.  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  after  Mrs.  Tilton  had 
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made  her  statement  to  the  committer,  Mr.  Tilton  was  very  much  incensed, 
and  that  Mr.  Tracy  in  a  subsequent  interview  with  him — in  an  interview  sub- 
sequent to  Mrs.  Tilton's  report  to  the  committee,  or  statement  to  the  commit- 
tee, had  so  presented  to  him  the  influence  which  her  statement  had  bad  upon 
the  committee  that  it  melted  the  anger  all  out  of  Theodore  Tilton,  and  he  was 
perfectly  willing  to  make  a  statement  to  the  committee  which  should  not  con- 
tain the  fact  of  adultery  between  Mr.  Beechcr  and  Mrs.  Tilton;  that  he  was 
perfectly  willing,  if  Mr.  Beecher  would  take  great  blame  upon  himself,  and 
exonerate  Theodore  Tilton  from  dishonorable  conduct  towards  ^im— from 
any  injustice  towards  him — that  he,  Theodore  Tilton,  was  perfectly  willing  to 
settle  the  matter  without  making  any  accusation  before  that  committee,  and 
that  he  had  prepared  such  a  report  for  the  committee  to  make,  and  that  he 
had  shown  it  to  General  Tracy,  and  General  Tracy  had  said  to  him,  on  the 
night  of  the  conversation  to  which  I  refer,  that  the  committee  seemed  now  to 
be  of  opinion  that  there  was  an  offense,  and  that  he  thought  it  would  not  be 
hard  to  get  from  that  committee  a  report  (unfavorable,  it  is  true,  to  Mr. 
Beecher)  on  the  ground  of  the  ofiense,  but  which  would  really  settle  the 
whole  business  and  save  all  the  parties  concerned  from  dishonor  in  conse- 
quence of  crime ;  that  is  all. 

Q.  And  this  report  that  you  have  identified  is  the  one  that  you  now  speak 
of  ?  A.  That  was  one  of  them,  sir.  There  were  two.  One  was  a  long  one, 
liud  that  was  a  short  one. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Made  at  the  same  time  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  two.  The  short  one 
was  not  submitted  to  Mr.  Tracy. 

[Paper  marked  for  identification  *'  No.  50."] 

Mr.  Fullerton. — [Handing  paper  to  witness.]  Look  at  the papernow shown 
you  and  say  whetlitr  it  is  the  other  report  prepared  by  Mr.  Tilton  at  that 
time  ?    A.  This  is  the  paper,  if  it  is  all  here. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — I  offer  the  first  report  in  evidence: 

"  Report.  The  Committee  appointed  to  inquire  into  the  offense  and  apology  . 
by  Mr.  Beecher,  alluded  to  in  Mr.  Tilton's  letter  to  Dr.  Bacon,  respectfully  report, 
that  after  examination,  they  find  that  an  offense  of  prave  character  waa  com- 
mitted by  Mr.  Beecher  against  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Theodore  Tilton  for  which  he  made 
a  suitable  apology  to  both  parties  receiving  in  return  their  forgiveness  and  good 
will.  The  conmiittee  further  report  that  this  seems  to  them  a  most  emlneutly 
Christian  way  for  the  settlement  of  difficulties,  and  reflects  honor  on  all  the 
parties  concerned." 

[The  paper  heretofore  marked  for  identification  No.  50  was  here  marked 
••  Exhibit  No.  50."] 

Q.  For  fear  we  may  not  distinguish  between  those  two  reports,  I  want  yea 
to  repeat  what  Mr.  Beecher  said  when  you  showed  to  him,  or  read  to  bim, 
the  report  I  have  just  put  in  evidence  ?  A.  I  said  to  him  that  Theodore  bad 
been  in  that  frame  of  mind,  and  I  hoped 

Mr.  Beach, — What  frame  of  mind  ?     A.  The  frame  of  mind  in  which  he 
wrote  that. 

Q.  Well,  state  it  ?  A.  I  said  to  him  that  that  was  what  Theodore  bad 
been  willing  to  do,  as  expressed  in  the  statement,  and  I  hoped  that  be  wooid 
still  consent  to  act  in  that  way,  and  Mr.  Beecher  said  :  **  Well,  do  you  thiak 
he  will  ?    I  hope  he  will,"  he  said.     That  is  all. 
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Mr,  FuUerton, — ^Now,  this  frame  of  mind  of  which  you  have  spoken  on 
ho  |»art  of  Mr.  Tilton  I  anderotand  was  superinduced  by  a  report  made  to 
iim  of  the  effect  of  Mrs.  Tilton^s  statement  to  the  committee  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  statement  was  that  ?  A.  All  that  I  know  of  that  statement 
ras  what  Mr.  Tracy  read — tlic  statement  made  to  the  committee  by  Mrs. 
niton,  a  statement  in  which  she  had  spoken  liighly,  General  Tracy  said,  of 
ler  husband. 

Q.  Not  the  long  statement  that  was  published  f  A.  I  don't  know  that  it 
vas. 

Q.  What  was  the  result  of  aU  that  ?    A.  The  result  of  it  was  nothing. 

Q.  That  report  was  not  made,  as  I  understand  you  f 

Mr.  Ecartf, — The  witness  has  said  there  was  another  statement  also  there. 

The  Witness, — Another  statement  also  where  ? 

Mr.  Evarts. — Before  you  at  this  time. 

The  Witness. — No,  sir ;  I  don't  say  there  was  another  statement  also  before 
ne  at  this  time.  I  spoke  to  Mr.  Beecher  of  a  report  which  Theodore  Tilton 
lad  been  willing  to  make,  and  I  didn't  show  that  report  to  Mr.  Beecher;  I 
tid  not  have  it  with  me.  I  happened  to  have  this  in  my  pocket,  which  I 
(ubmitted  to  him. 

Mr.  Etarts. — I  misunderstood  you. 

Judge  Neilron. — You  didn't  have  it  with  you!  A.  No,  air;  I  didnt 
laTe  it  with  me. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — I  think  the  stenographer's  notes  will  show  that  there  were 
wo  reports.  [To  the  witness.]  You  spoke  to  Mr.  Beecher  about  the  long 
tatement  ?    A.  I  did  speak  to  Mr.  Beecher  about  it  at  that  time. 

Q.  The  paper  you  had  with  you  was  the  one  that  has  been  read  ?  A.  Yes, 
ir. 

Mr.  Eparts. — This  short  one  was  not  shown  to  Mr.  Tracy  ?  A.  I  don't  re- 
aember  that  it  was ;  I  could  not  swear  that  it  was. 

Q.  You  said  something  about  some  paper  having  been  shown  to  Mr. 
Tracy?    A.  Yes,  sir;  it  was  the  long  statement. 

Q.  And  not  the  short  one  ?  A.  I  don't  think  the  short  one  was  shown. 
rbe  short  one  was  the  substance  of  the  long  one,  but  I  don't  think  it  was 
hown. 

[The  long  statement  referred  to  by  the  witness  was  marked  for  identifica- 
ion  '*Exhii)it  No.  51."] 

Mr.  FuUerton. — You  have  spoken  of  a  card  in  The  Argus  published  by 
Mr.  Tilton.  [Handin<r  witness  a  paper.]  Look  at  the  paper  now  shown  you 
ind  say  whether  that  is  the  card  referred  to?    A.  Yes,  that  is  the  one. 

Mr.  FuUerton.— 1  offer  it  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Evarts, — We  object  to  this,  if  your  Honor  please.  We  have  had  no 
CTidence  from  this  witness  connecting  Mr.  Beecher  with  this  article. 

JuDOE  Neilson. — This  is  the  long  statement. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — No,  sir;  it  is  a  newspaper  article  from  Mr.  Tilton,  published 
in  a  newspaper;  whether  it  had  any  other  authenticity  than  that,  I  don't 
know,  bat  nothing  has  been  said  by  the  witness  which  connects  Mr.  Beecher 
irithit. 
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Judge  Neilson.~[To  Mr.  FuUerton.]  How  have  you  connected  Mr. 
Beecher  with  it  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Something  has  been  said  by  the  witness  with  reference  to 
it,  and  to  make  it  clear,  I  will  ask  the  witness  a  question  in  regard  to  it  [To 
the  witness]  : 

Q.  Between  the  13th  and  the  20th  of  July,  1874,  when  these  proposed 
statements  were  su»rgested  to  you,  was  anything  said,  and  if  so,  what,  about 
Theodore  Tilt(m's  card  in  Th€  Argvuf  A.  Yes,  sir;  1  told  Mr.  Beecher  that 
Mr.  Tilton  never  would  have  written  that  card  if  it  had  not  been  for  the 
publication  of  his  correspondence  with  the  committee,  and  the  desertion  of 
his  wile,  and  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  at  that  interview,  **  Don't  you  know  that 
you  are  doing  yourself,  or  are  liable  to  do  yourself,  a  great  hurt  by  keeping 
Elizabeth  away  from  Theodore  ?  DonHyou  know  perfectly  well  the  influence 
that  that  woman  has  had  over  him  ?  If  you  keep  hor  away  from  him,  it  will 
only  incense  him,  and  you  ought  to  send  her  back  to  him,-'  and  he  said, 
**  That  :an  be  arranged  if  this  other  matter  is  fixed  up  properly." 

Mr.  Etarts. — I  still  don't  see  any  connection  between  it  and  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr.  Fullrton. — What  other  matter?    A.  The  statements. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — I  don't  see  any  relevancy  to  that. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Why,  sir,  this  paper  which  was  published  on  the  13th  of 
July,  ISTd,  caused  this  action  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Beecher  in  reference  t<»  those 
statements,  the  one  he  proposed  to  make,  and  the  one  he  prepared  for 
Theodore  Tilton  to  make.  It  was  to  avert  this  blow,  threatened  in  this  card, 
and  hence  it  becomes  material  in  this  case. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  see  it  so;  I  don't  think  it  is. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Well,  I  must  offer  it  in  another  point  of  view,  so  that  it 
will  appear  as  a  part  of  the  record,  because  it  makes  the  first  statement  of 
Mr.  Moulton  which  your  II(  nor  has  ruled  out,  all  the  more  important  and 
significant.     The  reporter  will  please  enter  an  exception  to  that  last  ruling. 

[Paper  marked  for  identification  **  Exhibit  No.  52."] 

Q.  [Handing  paper  to  witness.]  Tell  me  whether  the  paper  now  shown 
you  was  received  by  you  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  it  was. 

Q.  About  the  time  of  its  date  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  show  it  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  I  did;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  read  it  to  him,  or  did  he  read  it — which  ?  A.  I  don't  know 
whether  he  read  it,  or  whether  I  read  it  to  him.  It  was  either  read  to  him, 
or  he  read  it  himself. 

Q.  When  did  you  read  it  to  him — how  soon  after  its  receipt  ?  A.  Idont 
remember,  sir,  how  soon  after  its  receipt;  some  time  after. 

Q.  Within  what  time  ?  A.  I  should  think  within  a  month.  I  remember 
the  conversation — something  of  the  conversation  on  that  subject. 

Q.  I  want  you  to  tell  the  conversation  you  had  with  Mr.  Beecher  with  ref- 
erence to  that  letter  ?  A.  It  was  with  regard  to  the  difilculties  of  The  Chldgk 
Age.     [To  Mr.  FuUerton.]   Will  you  let  me  look  at  the  letter  again  ? 

Mr,  FuUerton. — Certainly, 

The  Witness  [after  examining  the  letter]. — I  am  not  sufilciently  clear  about 
that  to  swear  in  regard  to  it. 
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Jfr.  Evartt, — What  is  this  ?  A.  I  am  not  sufficiently  clear  that  is  the  let- 
tcr  I  showed  to  Mr.  Beecher.     I  have  several  letters  from  Mr.  Clarke. 

Q.  You  are  not  clear  this  was  shown  to  Mr.  Beecher?  A.  No,  sir;  I  am 
not  clear  in  regard  to  that.  I  want  to  correct  my  statement  in  regard  to  that. 
That  the  letter  was  a  subject  of  conversation  I  am  sure,  but  that  I  showed  it 
to  him  I  am  not  sure. 

Afr.  FuUfrton, — You  are  not  sure  you  showed  it  to  him  t    A.  No,  dr. 

Mr,  Emrts.^lTo  Mr.  Fullerton.]    Well,  read  it. 

Mr.  Beach. — ^Well,  I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  will  not  read  it, 

Mr.  Ecarts. — Very  well,  say  so. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  have  said  so;  if  I  read  it,  it  would  be  because  it  was 
proper  evidence,  and  not  because  you  commanded  it.  [To  the  witness.]  Did 
yoQ  receive  Heveral  letters  from  Mr.  Clarke  ?  A.  I  received  several  letters 
from  him. 

Q.  And  you  are  not  able  to  state  whether  this  is  the  one  you  showed  Mr. 
Beecher?  A.  No,  sir;  I  am  not  able  to  say  this  is  the  one  I  showed  Mr. 
Beecher. 

Mr.  Eoarts. — I  desire  that  this  statement  should  be  marked  for  identification. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  don't  desire  that  it  shall  be  marked  for  identification. 

Mr.  Evarfs. — It  has  been  shown  the  witness. 

Judge  Nkilson. — If  he  can  not  identify  It,  counsel  has  a  right  to  with- 
draw it. 

Mr.  Evarts. — ^He  has  identified  it  originally  as  a  letter  shown  to  Mr.  Beecher, 
and  he  now  says  he  is  in  doubt  whether  it  was  shown  to  Mr.  Beecher,  but 
it  was  made  the  subject  of  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher.  I  want  it 
marked  for  identification. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  leaves  it  to  the  counsel  to  withdraw  the  paper. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — He  withdraws  the  evidence.  It  should  be  in  evidence  that 
this  letter  was  the  subject  of  conversation  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  this 
witness. 

Judge  Neilson. — And  the  conversation  not  being  given,  as  yet,  I  think 
he  may  withdraw  the  letter. 

Mr.  Emrti. — If  your  Honor  will  note  my  exception. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Ecarts.  —I  aak  that  it  be  marked  for  identification,  as  a  letter  placed 
in  the  witness'  hands,  and  concerning  which  he  has  testified.  Your  Honor 
rules  it  out,  and  we  except,  of  course,  to  your  ruling. 

Jfr.  Fullerton. — Who  was  this  Mr.  Clarke,  of  whom  you  have  spoken  ? 
A.  Mr.  Clarke  was  associated  with  Mr.  Tilton  in  The  Golden  Age. 

Q.  State,  if  you  please,  what  you  mean  by  the  The  Golden  Agef  A.  Th$ 
Golden  Age  newspaper. 

Q.  Published  where  ?    A.  Published  in  New  York. 

Q.  By  whom  ?    A.  By  Theodore  Tilton. 

Q.  And  when  was  it  started  ?    A.  It  was  started  in  1871. 

Q.  About  what  time  in  that  y.-'ar  ?    A.  In  March. 

Q.  How  long  did  it  continue  to  bo  published  ?    A.  It  is  being  pablisbed 
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now,  I  thiuk,  but  not  with  Theodore  Tilton  as  pubh'sher  and  proprietor.    It 
changed  liands  some  time  ago. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  have  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher  alx)at  Tkt 
Oolden  Age?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  the  first  conversation  ?  A.  The  first  conversation  about  The 
Golden  Age  was  in  tlie  beginning  of  1871,  I  tliink,  before  the  establishment 
of  it. 

Q.  What  was  that  conversation  ? 

Mr,  Ecarts, — How  is  that  material,  if  your  Honor  please  t  It  may  be 
material,  of  course,  by  what  was  said. 

Judge  Neilbon. — [To  Mr.  Fullerton.]     Did  you  ask  what  was  said? 

Mr,  Fullerton. — ^Yes,  sir.  [To  Mr.  Evarts.]  That  is  the  way  to  learn  how 
it  becomes  material,  to  listen. 

Judge  Neilson. — Go  on. 

The  Witness. — He  said  he  hoped  Theodore  would  be  successful  in  the 
enterprise,  and  he  said  he  would  like  to  aid,  if  he  could,  in  establishing  the 
paper,  and  I  told  Theodore  of  that,  and  Theodore  said  to  me  he  could  not 
receive  any  aid  from  Mr.  Beecher  in  establishing  the  paper,  and  so  I  told  Mr. 
Beecher.  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  was  what  Mr.  Tilton  said.  That  is  the 
first  conversation  I  remember  about  it. 

Q.  At  any  subsequent  interview  did  you  have  a  further  conversation  with 
Mr.  Beecher  about  The  Oolden  Age?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  that  other  interview  ?  A.  The  other  interview  was  in  1873 
— the  beginning  of  1873,  I  think, 

Q.  State  what  it  was  ?  A.  The  paper  was  dragging — ^I  said  to  Mr. 
Beecher  that  the  paper  was  dragging,  and  that  Mr.  Clarke  was  trying  to  man- 
age something  abt)ut  its  purchase,  that  Theodore  felt  badly  about  the  paper, 
about  its  condition ;  that  it  was  not  prosperous  as  it  should  be,  and  that  he 
wanted  to  write  a  book,  and  then  Mr.  Beecher  said  that  he  would  like  to  help 
the  paper,  and  I  said  to  him:  '*Mr.  Beecher;  I  don't  see  how  you  can  help  the 
paper;  I  don't  see  how  you  am  subscribe  any  money  to  The  Golden  Age,^^  and 
1  told  him  that  Mr.  Tilton  would  not  take  any  money  from  him — wonld  not 
allow  me  to  take  any  money  from  him,  directly  or  indirectly,  and  I  didn^t 
see  how  it  was  possible  for  him  to  do  anything;  that  that  matter  had  better 
be  dismissed;  and  then  I  saw  him  subsequently,  and  the  talk  was  renewed 
from  time  to  time,  and  as  far  down  as  to  May  the  3d. 

Q.  What  year  ?  A.  1873,  I  think  was  the  year,  and  Mr.  Beecher  said  to 
me,  between  January  4th  and  May,  1873,  that  he  thought  I  could  take  some 
money  and  give  it  to  Theodore  Tilton  as  my  own,  and  that  he  wonld  not 
know  where  it  came  from,  and  he  would  like  to  have  me  do  it.  I  told  him  I 
didn't  want  to  do  it;  I  could  not  do  it  honorably,  in  my  opinion.  Well,  he 
suid,  that  certainly  bread  ought  to  be  kept  in  Theodore's  mouth,  that  I  ought 
to  take  some  money  from  him  (Beecher),  and  feed  it  out  to  him;  tha'  he 
(Beecher)  could  get  a  mortgage  very  readily,  and  give  me  $5,000,  aod  I  said: 
**  Well,  I  don't  want  to  take  it;  "  but  afterwards  I  did  take  it,  and  I  did  feed 
it  out  to  The  Oolden  Age  and  to  Theodore.  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Til- 
ton was  at  work  uprm  his  book,  and  very  much  interested  in  that,  that  I  was 
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Ycry  glad  of  it.  He  said  he  was  very  glad  too,  and  he  would  be  glad  to  assist 
him  in  keeping  him  to  work  at  it.     Finally  I  took  tlic  money. 

Q.  When  did  you  receive  it  ?    A.  May  2d,  1873, 1  think  it  was. 

Q.  What  was  the  amount  ?    A.  $5,000. 

Q.  And  how  was  it  given  to  you  ?    A.  In  bills. 

Q.  Did  you  give  it  to  him  all  at  once  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Where  did  you  deposit  it  ?  A.  With  Woodruff  &  Robinson,  the  firm 
of  which  I  am  a  member. 

Q.  State  whether  Theodore  Tilton  knew  that  you  had  received  that 
money  from  Mr.  Beechcr  ?    A.  No,  sir ;  he  never  knew  it. 

Q.  When  did  he  learn  it  first  ?    A.  He  learned  it  after  the  publication  of 
my  first  statement,  in  which  the  fact  was  stated. 

Q.  You  never  communicated  it  to  him  before?  A  No,  sir;  never.  I 
told  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Tracy  wanted  nic  to  communicate  it  to  him  in  order 
to  prevent  the  publication  of  his  stat<imcnt. 

Q.  I  am  coming  to  that.  Go  on  and  state  what  that  was  ?  A.  Before 
the  publication  of  Mr.  Tilton's  statement  of  July  20th,  Mr.  Tracy  was  at  my 
house 

Mr.  Evarts. — Well,  we  object  to  that — ^a  conversation  between  him  and 
Mr.  Tracy. 

Mr.  Fullertoii, — Was  Mr.  Beecher  there  ?  A,  No,  sir;  I  communicated  the 
fact  to  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr.  Etart^. — [To  the  witness.]  What  passed  between  you  and  Mr. 
Beecher  ? 

Judge  Nbilson. — ^Yes,  sir  but  preliminary  to  that  is  it  proper  to  say 
he  saw  Mr.  Tracy  at  his  house,  and  that  he  made  the  communication  after- 
wards ? 

Mr.  FuilerUm. — Did  something  take  place  between  you  and  Mr.  Tracy  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  communicate  that,  whatever  it  was,  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  Yes, 
frir. 

Q.  What  did  you  communicate  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  told  Mr.  Beecher 
•that  Mr.  Tracy  wanted  me  to  communicate  the  fact  that  I  had  received  ^vg 
thousand  dollars  from  Mr.  Beecher  to  give  Mr.  Tilton,  in  order  to  stop  him 
from  the  publication  of  his  statement.  I  said,  when  Mr.  Tracy  wanted  me  to 
tell  Mr.  Tilton  that,  that  that  would  be  a  serious  embarrassment  to  me,  person- 
ally, in  consequence  of  my  having  received  that  money,  and  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher 
thai  I  told  Mr.  Tracy  that  I  was  perfect4y  willing  to  be  guided  by  him  with 
sound  advice— with  any  moral,  good  reason — with  any  good  n  ason,  and  I 
would  co-operate  with  him  to  induce  Theodore  Tilton  not  to  publish  his  state- 
ment, but  I  would  not,  on  any  such  ground  as  that,  undertake  to  stop  its  pub- 
lication. Mr.  Tracy  told  me  that  would  cause  me  trouble  if  it  was  published, 
and  I  told  him  if  it  caused  me  trouble,  it  must  cause  me  trouble ;  that  I  had 
done  no  wrong  and  I  didn't  fear  any  trouble  that  would  come  from  that. 

Mr,  EtarU. — You  told  that  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  F*illerton. — What  reply  did  Mr.  Beecher  make  to  that  when  you  told 
I. —30 
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it  to  him  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  any  reply  that  he  made  particularly;  I  don't 
reiLcmber  any  reply  tliat  he  made. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — [Addressing  Judge  Netlson.]  In  the  course  of  the  com- 
munication we  had  to  omit  some  papers  because  we  hadn't  them  present.  I 
row  show  those  papers  thus  submitted  to  the  witness  for  the  purpose  of  hav- 
ing them  identified. 

Q.  [Handinir  paper  to  witness.]  What  is  that  paper  you  hold  in  yonr 
hand  ?    A.  This  is  Mr.  West's  letter  to  Mr.  Beecher,  of  June  25th. 

Q.  From  wlioni  did   you  receive  it  ?    A.  I  received  it  from  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  [Handing  another  paper  to  witness.]  Now,  pray  tell  me  what  that 
paper  is  ?  I  neei  not  ask  that  question,  however.  The  copy  has  been  pot  in 
evidence,  and  I  agreed  to  supply  the  original. 

Judge  Neilpon. — He  may  say  if  that  is  the  original. 

The  Witness. — That  is  in  Henry  Ward  Beecher's  handwriting. 

Mr.  Ecartff.— The  card  to  The  Eagle? 

The  WUness. — Mr.  Beecher  sent  the  card  to  The  Eagle  without  my  knowl- 
edge of  it  afterwards,  after  it  had  been  agreed  upon.  That  is  his  hand- 
writing. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — I  now  offer  the  first  paper  in  evidence.     [Reading.] 

"  New  Yokk.  June  25lh,  1873. 
*'  Rev.  H.  W.  Bekcher: 

"  Dkau  Sik  :  Moved  by  a  sense  of  duty  as  a  member  of  Plymouth  Church,  I 
have  decided  to  prefer  charges  against  Henry  C.  Bowen  and  Theodore  Tilton, 
and  have  reqiiest<'d  Brother  Halliday  to  aill  a  meeting  of  the  Examining  Com- 
niiitee   in  order  that  I  may  inak«*  the  oharges  before  them. 

**  Thinkin;r  that  you  would,  perhaps,  like  to  be  made  acquainted  with  these 
facts,  I  called  last  evening  at  Mr.  Beach's  house,  where  I  wan  informed  that  you 
had  returned  to  Peekskill :  I,fherefore,\yite  you  by  early  mail  to-day. 

your{«,yerv  truly,  Wm.  F.  West." 

[Copy  letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  'tW''] 

Mr,  Fulhrton, — If  the  court  please,  I  now  offer  the  original  of  Mr. 
Beecher's  card  to  The  Brookhjn  Eagle. 

Judge   Keilson. — Which  we  had  reference  to  the  other  day  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — AVhich  was  rtad  the  other  day,  and  which  I  now  produce.* 

Mr.  EvartH. — As  we  understand  that  card  which  was  undertaken  to  be 
read  from  The  Eagle^  it  appeared  in  the  evidence  that  it  was  altered  by  the 
editor,  if  your  Honor  will  remember;  therefore  it  was  not  really  Mr.  Beecher's 
card,  and  they  had  not  the  original  of  that,  but  my  recollection  is  that  that 
had  relation  to  the  Woodhull  matter,  and  this  has  nothing  to  do  with  that. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — No,  sir,  this  is  the  one. 

Mr.  EcartH. — It  has  not  anything  to  do  with  the  other.  It  is  not  the  mat- 
ter that  was  referred  to  there. 

Mr.  FvUerton, — It  is  the  original,  as  far  as  there  is  any  original. 

Mr,  Evarts, — ^It  has  not  anything  to  do  with  it.  It  is  an  original  paper, 
and  may  be  proper  evidence,  and  may  be  now  offered  for  aught  I  know,  but 
this  is  not  the  pnpcr  a.s  I  understand  it. 

JuDOE  Neilson. — ^Tou  have  in  mind  tliat  it  was  a  paper  that  related  to 
eoraething  else — the  Woodhull  paper. 

*  The  reference  is  to  the  evidence  on  p.  406,  ante. 
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Mr.  Evarti, — Yes,  dr. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Having  got  the  paper  from  The  Brooklyn  Eagle  in  evidence, 
and  having  produced  the  original,  so  far  as  there  is  one,  I  have  discharged 
my  daty  and  fulfilled  my  obligation,  and  if  you  [Mr.  Evarts]  don't  want  it 
refkd,  leave  it  out. 

Mr,  EtarU, — This  is  another  card,  and  has  been  in  evidence. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Yes;  but  I  promised  to  produce  the  original  of  Mr. 
Beecher*s.  If  you  complain  tliat  I  have  fulfilled  my  promise,  then  I  am  sorry 
I  made  it.  I  now  produce  the  origiual  of  the  article  as  printed  in  The  EagU^ 
which  the  gentlemen  from  the  other  side  desired.  You  [Mr.  Evarts]  called 
for  the  paper  itself  in  which  it  was  published. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  card  which  you  read  in  reference  to  The  Eagle  com- 
menced  with  the  fact  that  The  Eagle  had  not  been  in  accord  with  Mr. 
Beecher  ? 

Mr,  EtartM. — We  waived  that  when  you  [Mr.  FuUerton]  showed  us  in  the 
paper  what  was  a  copy.  We  didn't  care  for  the  original  Eagle  article.  Then 
they  began  to  read  what  was  supposed  generally  was  prepared  by  Mr.  Beecher, 
but  it  appeared  it  was  not. 

JuDOK  Neilson. — There  were  some  alterations  made  in  it. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — And  hence  I  now  produce  that  one  prepared  by  Mr. 
Ileecher. 

Mr.  Eoart: — Xot  a  bit  of  it.  That  is  what  was  in  The  Eagle,  just  as  what 
you  read  was  from  The  Eagle. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — And  you  called  for  the  original  of  the  Beecher  article,  and 
I  have  produced  that. 

Mr.  Evarti. — No,  you  are  mistaken  in  thinking  this  original  paper  you 
have  brought  here  has  anythin^r  to  do  with  that. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  will  forgive  my  friend  on  the  other  side,  and  we  won't 
go  any  further  with  that.  I  offer  now  iu  evidence  the  article  as  published 
in  T/ie  Droollyn  Eagle. 

Mr.  Etarts. — ^That  we  object  to.     It  has  been  ruled  out  once. 

Judge  Nbilson. — Mr.  Fullerton,  how  do  you  connect  Mr.  Beecher  with 

itf 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  think  it  is  in  evidence  already. 

Judge  Nbilbok. — Does  not  that  card  commence  with  reference  to  the  fact 
that  Tfie  Eagle  had  not  been  in  accord  with  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Yes,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^That  is  the  one  you  read. 

Mr.  Beach. — It  was  partly  read,  I  recollect,  and  then  objected  to  on  the 
ground  that  it  had  been  altered  after  preparation  by  Mr.  Beecher.  It  waa 
theu  withdrawn  and  the  original,  as  prepared  by  Mr.  Beecher,  was  read. 

JuDGB  NBIL60N. — [To  Mr.  Beach.  J    You  think,  then,  it  was  not  nil  read. 

Mr.  Beach. — It  was  not  all  ri-ad,  as  I  recollect  the  course  of  the  evidence, 
and  now  we  propose  this  a.s  it  was  published  and  afterwards  submitted  to  Mr. 
Beecher  on  his  return  from  a  temporary  absence,  and  adopted  by  him. 

Mr.  Eoarte. — That  may  be,  and  that  is  new  evidence. 

JUDOB  Nbilson. — Very  well,  we  will  take  it  in  that  view. 
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Mr,  Fkart*. — lie  has  not  said  that  yet. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — [Beginning  to  read.]    **  To  the  editor  of  the  Brooklyn  BagU 


Mr,  Evarfs. — "We  rlon't  understand  that  this  is  material. 

Judge  Neilson. — Counsel  suggests  he  will  connect  Mr.  Beecher  with  ii 

Mr.  FuUertoii. — He  has  already  connected  him  with  it,  but  I  will  do  it 
over  again. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Beecher  say  to  you  in  reference  to  the  article  published 
in  The  Brooklyn  Eagle  ?     A.  He  thanked  me  for  it. 

Mr.  Bench, — He  said  that  before. 

Mr.  FuU<'rton. — He  said  that  emphatically  and  distinctly. 

Jn)GE  Xeilson. — This  article  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — [Reading.] 

•'  To  the  Editor  of  the  Brooktyn  Eagle  : 

•*  In  a  long  and  active  lit>^  in  Brooklyn  it  has  rarely  happened  that  The  EogU 
and  myself  have  been  in  accord  on  ciuestions  of  common  concern  to  our  fellow- 
citizens.  1  am  for  this  reason  impelled  to  acknowledge  the  unsolicited  confidence 
and  regar«lof  which  the  columns  of  The  Eagle  of  late  bear  testimony.  I  have  just 
returned  to  the  city  to  learn  that  application  lias  been  made  to  Mr/«.  Victo-ia  Wood- 
hull  for  letters  of  mine  supposed  to  contain  information  respecting  ce  tain  in- 
famous stories  ugainsi  m^^.  I  have  no  objection  to  have  The  Eif/Ut  stai^  in  any 
way  its  deem.-*  fit,  that  Mr.-*.  Woodliuli,  or  any  otli  t  p  ^s  )n  o;  pv^rs<m>  who  may 
have  letters  of  mine  in  their  poasos.sion,  have  my  c;o  di  il  c  )iise:it  to  publish 
them.  In  this  connection,  and  at  this  lime.  1  will  o:ily  'dd  tint  the  !«tories  and 
rumors  which  have  for  some  time  past,  been  circulated  ab  'Ut  me,  are  grossly  un- 
true, and  I  stamp  them  in  general  and  in  particular  as  utterly  false. 

'•  Resiiectfully, 

"  Henhy  Ward  Beecheb." 

[Paper  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  55."] 

Q.  In  one  part  of  your  testimony  you  speak  of  a  statement  read  to  Mr. 
Beecher,  and  used  this  observation:  *' I  will  read  one  clause  from  it,  and  if 
you  can  stand  that  you  can  stand  the  whole  of  it,  or  any  part  of  it,"  or  words 
to  that  effect.  You  stated  it  referred  to  a  letter  of  Mrs.  Tilton,  or  a  statement 
of  Mrs.  Tilton  to  Dr.  Storrs.  [Handing  paper  to  witness.]  Look  at  the 
paper  which  I  now  show  you,  and  say  whether  that  is  the  paper  to  which  you 
referred  ?  [To  .Judge  Neilson.]  The  presentation  of  this  paper  was  deferred, 
because  it  was  not  jiresent  at  the  time.  As  I  stated  to  your  Honor,  we  have 
been  a  little  embarrassed  by  the  unfortunate  and  serious  illness  of  Judge 
Morris. 

The  Witness, — Yes,  sir,  that  is  the  letter. 

Mr.  Emtrts. — If  your  Hcmor  please,  we  can  look  at  this  paper  doriDg  tba 
recess. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

AFTERNOON  SESSION, 

Mr.  FulUrton. — If  your  Honor  please,  I  now  offer  in  eTidence  the  p^per 
which  was  shown  the  witness  before  the  recess. 

Mr.  Evarts. — What  has  he  testified  to  about  that  ? 

Mr.  Fullertan. — He  referred  to  it,  and  I  called  his  attention  to  that  refer- 
ence and  asked  if  this  was  the  paper  to  which  he  made  that  reference. 
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Mr,  Emrts. — This  is  a  paper  concerning  which  all  that  appears  from  its 
face  is  that  under  the  date  of  December  16,  1872 — or  the  15th ;  I  don't  know 
which  it  18 — it  is  signed  by  Mrs.  Tilton  and  is,  I  suppose,  in  her  handwriting, 
isn't  it  ?  . 

Mr,  Fulleriorn. — Yes. 

Mr.  EtartK — It  is  not  addressed  to  any  person,  and  I  do  not  understand 
any  present  state  of  the  testimony  that  connects  it  with  Mr.  Beecher.  I  may 
perhnjKs  he  inadvertent  to  something  that  has  been  said  by  this  witoess,  bat 
nothing  has  been  pri'sently  said' on  the  subject. 

Jud<;e  Neilson. — Whut  is  your  Wew  about  it,  Mr.  Fullerton  ? 

Mr,  FuUtrton. — In  one  stage  of  Mr.  Moulton*s  testimony,  he  related  an  in- 
ter\'i«'w  between  himself  and  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mr.  Tilton,  when  Mr.  Tilton 
read  to  him  a  statement,  or  a  part  of  a  statement,  that  he  proposed  to  make, 
aayins:,  *»I  will  read  you  one  extract  from  it,  and  if  you  can  stand  that  you 
can  stand  the  whole.''  And  I  think  the  language  was  made  use  of  as  having 
been  quoted  from  the  stiitement  of  Mrs.  Tilttm,  made  to  Dr.  Sjorrs,  and  my 
friend  \i\ion.  the  other  side  called  for  that  statement  because  a  quotation  was 
made  from  it.  I  now  produce  tlie  original  statement  from  which  the  language 
was  l)orrowed,  namely,  the  statement  of  Mrs.  Tilton  to  Dr.  Storrs,  or  which 
was  used  in  that  conversntion  with  Dr.  Storrs. 

Ji'DOE  Neilson. — I  do  not  think  that  is  sufficient. 

Mr.  Emrts. — Your  Honor,  we  will  consider  a  moment.  [To  Mr.  Fuller- 
ton.  J     Can  you  turn  to  that  part  of  the  evidence  '{ 

Mr.  FftfhT(on.--l  could  not  now.  I  will  ask  tlie  witness,  then,  a  further 
qucsti(m. 

Mr.  Ernrts. — Your  Honor  will  remember,  as  my  leiirned  friend  has  stated, 
that  there  was  a  long  statement — what  has  sometimes  been  called  the  **true 
story  " — '.vliich  it  was  said  was  read  to  Mr.  Beecher. 

JuD')E  Xeii.son. — And  it  was  finally  allowed  to  be  given  as  a  conversation. 

Mr.  Erint».  —Yes,  sir ;  your  Honor  finally  allowed  a  certain  passage  out  of 
it.     Tlic  paper  we  did  not  have  here,  you  remember. 

Judge  Neilson. — No. 

Mr.  Ecttrts. — A  certain  passage  out  of  it  was  permitted  to  be  given  in  evi- 
dence. 

Judge  Xeilson. — As  a  conversation  merely. 

Mr.  EcarU, — As  a  conversation. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  said  to  Mr.  Fullerton,  I  do  not  think  that  draws  his 
letter  in.     If  you  adhere  to  your  objection,  I  will  rule  it  out. 

Mr.  EtarU. — Yi's,  I  am  going  to  see  how  we  stand.  * 

Mr.  Fullerton. — It  is  ruled  out. 

Mr.  Ertirtn. — No,  it  is  not  ruled  out. 

Jin>0E  Neilsox.— I  say,  if  he  stands  upon  the  objection,  I  will  rule  it  out. 

Mr.  Erart9. — And  I  have  asked,  for  the  sake  of  information,  what  he 
stated  m  the  evidence.  [Referring  to  the  stenographer's  minutes.]  3Ir. 
Fullerton  says,  after  the  discussion  between  us,  **  Go  on  and  state  the  com- 
munication. What  did  Mr.  Tilton  say  to  Mr.  Beecher  upon  that  occasion  ? 
A.  Mr.  Tilt»>n  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  *Mr.  Beecher,  there  is  one  thing  in  this 
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statement,  which,  if  yoii  can  jstund,  yoa  can  stand  any  part  of  it.  Elizabeth 
has  stated  that  you  solicited  her  to  become  a  wife  to  you,  together  with  all 
that  that  implies,  and  I  will  read  to  you  that  part  c)f  the  statement.' 

And  he  did  read  to  Mr.  Beech er  that  part  of  the  statement."    Now«  wheit 
does  this  letter  come  in,  to  that  ? 

Mr.  Mttrris. — That  is  from  this  statement. 

Mr.  Etartn. — When?  is  the  witness'  statement  that  it  is  from  this  f 

Mr.  Fullertou. — I  don't  know  where  it  is.      I  know  it  is  there  somewbere. 

Mr.  EmrU. — I  don't  sme  it. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  will  withdraw  it,  then;  it  takes  so  much  time. 

Mr.  EcarU. — No,  if  your  Honor  please;  you  will  hear  what  I  have  to  say 
al)out  it. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  withdraw  it. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Well,  you  don't  withdraw  it  on  my  objection,  nnless  yoa 
hear  what  I  have  to  say. 

Mr.  FuUert&n. — I  withdraw  it  on  your  objection,  and  on  the  delay  which 
follows  it. 

Mr.  Evarts. — My  delay  is  my  own  affair. 

Mr.  FulUrton. — And  partly  mine. 

Mr.  Evartit. — Now,  if  your  Honor  please 

Mr.  Beach. — What  is  the  gentleman  speaking  to  ?  We  have  withdrawn 
the  offer. 

Mr.  A'cflfr^*.— Perhaps  I  shall  speak  to  that. 

Mr.  Beach. — To  our  withdrawal  of  the  offer  ? 

Mr.  EcarU. — Yes,  sir.  Now,  if  your  Honor  please,  the  counsel  has 
informed  us  that  there  was  some  connection  of  this  paper  with  what  was 
legitimately  in  evidence,  and  that  that  connection  was  found  in  the  examina- 
tion of  this  witness  concerning  the  *'  true  story  *'  that  was  read,  and  that  it 
was  stated  that  the  passage  in  the  ''true  story  "  which  was  called  to  Mr. 
Beecher's  notice,  and  concerning  which  he  was  told  if  he  could  stand  that, 
he  could  stand  anything  that  there  was  in  the  proposed  publication — ^that 
that  passage  was  an  extract  from  this  letter.  That  is  the  statement  as  yoa 
make  it. 

Mr.  Beach. — Oh  I  no. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — And  which  you  deny. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Now,  if  that  be  so  in  the  evidence,  then  the  paper  may  be 
admissible.  I  have  turned  to  this  passage  of  the  examination  of  the  wit- 
ness, and  I  do  not  find  anything  of  the  kind. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  do  not  recollect  any  statement  referring  to  this  letter 
in  that  conversation. 

Mr.  Evarts, — Now,  of  course  che  counsel  has  a  right  to  withdraw  the 
paper  entirely. 

Mr.  Beach, — There  is  a  slight  mistake  in  the  statement  of  thejconnad 
which  I  think  should  be  corrected.  Yoiir  Honor  did  not  permit  any  part  of 
that  statement  to  be  read — merely  ruling  that  the  witness  could  state  the 
conversation  that  occurred  between  him  and  Mr.  Beecher,  without  referenct 
to  the  statement.     You  ruled  it  all  out. 
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Jdboe  NsniSON. — I  d»  not  recollect  that  this  letter  was  referred  to  in  that 
c-^nection.     Yon  will  withdraw  it,  then,  for  the  present. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — We  withdraw  it,  yes,  sir,  on  the  objection  being  made 
upon  the  other  side. 

Jfr.  Evarts. — ^No. 

Mr.  FulUrton, — I  know  my  reason  for  withdrawing  it  better  than  you  do, 
and  that  is  because  you  object  and  spend  a  good  deal  of  time  upon  it.  Now, 
<io  you  withdraw  your  objection  to  this  paper  ? 

Mr.  EzarU. — I  do. 

Mr.  P^idlerton. — Then  we  will  consider  whether  we  put  it  in ;  and  having 
another  paper  in  the  hands  of  the  witness,  I  will  go  on  with  the  testimony 
upon  that  point. 

Q.  What  paper  have  you  in  your  hand  cow  ?  A.  A  letter  from  Mr* 
Beeciier,  sir. 

Q.  Addressed  to  whom  ?    A.  To  me. 

Q.  Was  it  received  by  you  ?    A.  It  was:  yes,  sir. 

Q.  About  the  time  of  its  date  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  offer  it  in  evidence.  It  is  one  of  those  letters,  sir,  which 
was  mislaid,  and  was  not  put  in  in  its  proper  order.  Shall  I  read  it,  Mr. 
Kvarts  ? 

Mr,  Emrts. — I  think  so. 

Mr.  FiiUerton, — [Reading.] 

••  My  Dear  Ficiend  :  I  sent  on  Friday  or  Saturday  the  portrait  of  Titian,  to 
tb«  store,  tor  you.     I  hope  it  may  suit  you. 

**  I  have  boHii  doing"  ten  men's  work  this  Winter — partly  to  make  up  lo^t  time : 
—partly,  bfcauTse  1  live  under  k  cloud,  feelinjj  every  month  that  I  may  be  doing 
my  lu9t  work,  and  anxious  to  make  ihe  most  of  it. 

••  When  Esau  sold  his  birthright  he  found  *  no  place  for  repentance,  tho*  he 
sought  it.  carefully,  with  tearn/  But,  I  have  one  abiding  comfort.  1  have  known 
you,  and  foun<l  in  you  one  who  has  given  a  n(*w  meaning  to  friendship.  As  soon 
as  warm  days  come,  1  want  you  to  goto  Peekskill  with  me. 

**  1  am  off  in  an  hour  for  Mass. — to  be  gone  all  the  week. 

"I  am  urging  forward  my  second  vol.  of  'Life  of  Xt.' — for — ^^  the  night 
oometh  when  no  man  cun  work.* 

**  With  much  affection  and  admiration,  yours  truly, 

•*  Mch.  25.  '72,  Monday  morning.  H.  W.  B." 

[Letter  marked  -  Exhibit  ^o.  .'50."] 

Mr.  Fullerton. — The  objection  being  withdrawn  to  this  psper,  which  I 
offered  a  moment  since,  I  now  read  the  paper  in  evidence.     [Reading.] 

"  Dec.  1«,  1873. 

**  In  July  1870,  prompted  by  my  duty,  I  informed  my  hu:<bund  that  Mr. 
H.  W.  Beecher,  my  friend  and  pastor,  had  solicited  me  to  be  a  wife  to  him, 
together  with  all  that  this  implied. 

"  Six  months  afterward  mv  husband  felt  impelled  by  the  circumstances  of 
a  connpiracy  against  him  in  which  Mrs.  Beecher  had  taken  part  to  have  an  inter- 
view with  Sir.  Beecher. 

•*  In  order  that  Mr.  B.  might  know  exactly  what  1  had  said  to  my  husband,  I 
wrote  a  brief  statement  (I  have  forgotten  in  what  form)  which  my  husband 
showed  to  Mr.  B<jecher.  Late  the  same  evening  Mr.  B.  came  to  me  (lying  very 
sick  at  the  time)  and  filled  me  with  distress  saying  I  had  ruined  him — and  want- 
ing to  know  if  I  meant  to  appear  against  him.  'Fliis  I  certainly  did  not  mtmn  to 
do,  ami  the  thought  was  agonizing  to  me.  I  then  signed  a  paper  which  h«* 
wrote,  tu  clear  him  in  case  of  a  trial.     In  this  instance,  as  in  most  others,  when 
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absorbed  by  one  great  interest  or  feeling,  the  liannony  of  my  mind  is  entirely 
disturbed,  and  I  found  on  reflection  that  this  paper  was  bo  drawn  as  to  place  me 
most  unjustly  against  my  husband,  and  on  »h«  side  of  Mr.  Beecher.  So  in  order 
to  repair  so  cruel  a  blow  to  my  long-isutierin^?  husband  I  wrote  an  explanation  of 
the  tirst  paper  and  my  .^iguiiture.  Mr.  Moultun  procured  from  Mr.  B.  the  state- 
ment which  I  gave  to  him  in  my  agitation  and  excitement,  and  now  holds  it. 

••  This  ends  my  connection  with  the  cJirf. 

Elizabeth  R.  TniTOH. 

**  P.S  — This  statement  is  made  at  the  request  of  Mr.  Carpenter  that  it  may 
be  shown  confidentially  to  Dr.  Storrs,  and  other  friends,  with  whom  my  huaband 
and  I  are  consulting." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  57."] 

Mr,  Beach. — Is  there  any  date  to  it  ? 

Mr.  FulUrton. — Yes;  I  gave  the  date. 

Mr,  Beach, — What  was  it  ? 

Mr.  Fulierton.— Dec.  16,  1872.     • 

Mr.  Shearrruifi. — You  give  it  as  Dec.  16  ? 

Mr.  FulUrton. — Y^es,  sir;  it  is  so  printed. 

Air.  EtartH. — I  ask  your  Honor's  and  the  jury's  attention  to  the  cliange  of 
date  there. 

Mr.    Shearman. — It   was  originally   written    *'15th,"  but  is  altered  to 
•16th." 

Mr.  Evarts. — It  is  a  question  of  the  inspection  of  the  paper. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  nuiy  say,  with  as  much  propriety,  that  it  was  written 
the  l^th,  aiid  remains  the  15th  still. 

Mr.  E€arU.—Wh\{:\\  way  do  you  put  it  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  dcm't  put  it  any  way. 

Mr,  Evartu. — Then  the  paper  will  speak  for  itself,  if  you  donH  speak  for  it. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  don't  speak  for  it. 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  suppose  the  paper  will  speak  for  itself. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Then  you  should  not  say  anything  more  about  it. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Well,  we  want  to  understand  it. 

•  Mr.  Fullerton. — Well,  if  you  think  there  is  a  point  there,  you  are  entitled 
to  all  the  advantage  of  it.  I  don't  see,  myself,  that  it  makes  any  difference 
whether  it  is  the  15th  or  16th.     It  looks  like  either. 

Mr,  Evarts, — Well,  we  will  see. 

Mr.  FulUrtoN. — Commencing  on  Dec.  26,  1870,  and  ending  with  the  in- 
vestigation before  the  committee  of  Plymouth  Church,  how  frequently  did 
Mr.  Beecher,  as  near  as  you  can  now  state,  visit  you  at  your  house  ?  A.  Very 
many  times,  sir;  he  was  the  most  frequent  visitor  with  the  exception  of  my 
partner,  who  came  every  morning  to  the  house. 

Q.  Well,  give  the  jury  some  idea  of  the  frequency  of  his  visits  when  be 
was  in  the  city  ?  A.  In  the  first  part  of  1871  he  was  at  my  house  about  every 
day,  sir,  and  sometimes  twice  a  day ;  and  after  I  returned  from  the  South. 
March  2,  he  came  there  frequently  when  he  was  in  town ;  it  is  pretty  hard  for 
me  to  expn'HS  how  frequently;  sometimes  once  a  day  and  sometimes  twice  a 
day,  and  in  1872  the  same. 

Q.  And  at  what  hours  during  the  day  ?  A.  No  particular  hours  ;  be 
would  come  in  the  morning  and  come  in  the  evening,  and  come  on  Sundayflii 
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Q.  How  early  in  the  morning  ?  A.  He  would  come  sometimes  before  I 
was  oat  of  bed,  sir. 

Q.  And  how  late  at  night  ?  A.  After  his  Sunday  service,  and  very  late 
during  the  evenings  of  the  week. 

Q.  At  how  late  an  hour  in  the  evening  have  you  known  him  to  call  ?  A. 
I  have  known  hiui  to  come  after  church  service,  between  9  and  10  o*clock. 

Q.  If  he  visited  you  at  your  place  of  business  in  New  York,  state  the 
fact  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  frequently  did  he  visit  you  there  ?  A.  Not  very  frequently,  sir; 
he  was  not  a  regular  visitor  at  the  office ;  he  would  come  when  an  emergency 
demanded  it;  as,  for  instance,  during  the  sessions  of  the  council,  he  came  to 
see  me  after  the  Storrs  speech. 

Q.  When  did  his  visits  cease,  either  at  the  house  or  store  ?  A.  I  think, 
sir,  that  he  did  not  come  to  my  house  after  the  13th  of  July,  1874;  I  think 
tliat  was  the  last  date. 

Q.  You  called  my  attention  during  the  recess  to  a  correction  that  you 
wanted  to  m::^ke  in  your  testimony;  you  are  at  liberty  to  do  that  now. .  A. 
Yes,  sir;  it  is  with  regard  to  the  West  charges;  I  seem  to  have  confused  the 
letter  of  Mr.  West,  of  June  25,  with  the  charges  that  Theodore  Tilton 
brought  to  my  house  in  the  Fall;  I  don't  know  that  it  amounts  to  veiy  much, 
yet  I  thought  it  best  to  correct  it;  I  say  that  I  talked  with  Mr.  Beecher  about 
the  charges  of  West;  it  was  about  the  letter  of  West  of  June  25. 

Q.  The  one  that  has  been  put  in  evidence  to-day  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  what  was  it  that  he  wanted  to  go  over  until  after  vacation  ?  A. 
The  investigation  that  West  had  notified  him  of. 

Q.  And  when  did  you  see  the  charges  ?    A.  In  the  fall,  I  believe. 

Q.  The  Fall  subsequent  to  this  letter  of  the  25th  of  June  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  it  was,  then,  in  the  Fall  that  you  called  Mr.  Bcecher's  attention 
to  the  charges?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  had  a  conversation  with  him  about  the 
charges.     I  did  not  show  him  that  paper. 

Mr,  Fullert&n, — If  your  Honor. please,  that  closes  the  direct  examination 
of  Mr.  Moulton.  but  at  the  same  time,  I  desire  to  say  to  your  Honor  that  in 
the  great  number  of  exhibits  that  we  have  been  compelled  to  handle,  and  the 
great  number  of  subjects  to  which  we  have  been  compelled  to  call  the  atten- 
tion of  the  witness,  we  may  have  omitted  something,  and  I  wish  it  under- 
stood now  that  there  is  nothing  reserved  on  our  part  at  all  intentionally,  and 
if  anything  is  omitted,  it  is  entirely  unintentional. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^If  an  omission  appear  to  be  inadvertent,  you  will  be 
able  to  correct  it. 

Mr.  Etarta, — Now,  I  ask  your  Honor's  attention  to  this  correction  that  the 
witness  has  made.  Certain  papers  were  produced,  to  wit,  a  summons  and  a 
copy  of  the  proposed  charges  or  actual  charges  made  by  Mr.  West,  and  the 
witness  testified  to  a  conversation  which  he  had  with  Mr.  Beecher  concerning 
those  charges  as  there  set  down,  and  that  one  part  of  the  C(mversation — no 
matter  for  any  of  the  rest  of  it  for  the  purpose,'  at  present — was  that  Mr. 
Beecher  wanted  the  consideration  of  them  postponed  until  after  the  vacati<m. 
Well,  now,  upon  his  correction,  it  appi'ars  that  there  was  no  such  paper  in 
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existence  before  the  Tacation,  and  there  was  therefore  do  conversation  be- 
tween him  and  Mr.  Beecher  about  that  paper  as  of  the  date  which  he  hu 
given  for  it;  and  if  the  correction  that  he  makes  is  allowed,  and  takei 
place — of  course,  it  is  allowable  for  the  witness  to  correct  himself — wliy,  all 
the  evidence  on  the  subject  of  a  conversation  concerning  those  papers,  with 
Mr.  Beecher,  on  which  alone  the  making  them  evidence  was  permissible, 
falls  through.  Now,  whether  my  learned  friend  is  able,  or  expects  to  recall 
the  matter  as  evidence  by  conversations  concerning  them  at  a  later  date,  I  do 
not  know;  it  is  for  him  and  his  witness  between  them  to  determine;  but  at 
present  the  correction,  as  it  seems  to  me,  strikes  out  all  the  evidence  con- 
cerning a  supposed  conversation  with  Mr.  Beeclier  regarding  those  papers. 

Judge  Neh^son. — And  applies  it  to  the  letter. 

Mr,  Etarts, — That  is  for  him  to  say,  whether  he  applies  it. 

Mr.  Beach, — He  has  snid  it, 

Mr.  Etnr*s. — Well,  but  the  letter  does  not  contain  the  charges.  How  can 
he  talk  about  them  ?    They  were  not  in  existence. 

3fr.  FtdUrton. — It  certainly  must  relieve  the  embarrassment  of  the  witness, 
having  fallen  into  such  an  error,  when  he  finds  that  the  learned  counsel  have 
fallen  into  a  still  greater  one  about  a  very  recent  transaction,  because  he  mis 
apprehends  the  testimony  as  originally  given  as  well  as  the  correction  now 
made.  The  correction  is  this,  that  in  speaking  of  the  West  charges,  he  8p«>ke 
of  them  as  having  been  sent  to  him  at  about  the  same  time,  whereas  he  says 
now  the  letter  of  Mr.  West  addressed  to  Mr.  Beecher,  saying  that  he  was 
going  to  make  charges,  was  the  first  one  that  was  sent  to  him,  and  that  it 
was  with  reference  to  it,  and  to  it  alone,  that  he  had  the  conversation  with 
Mr.  Beecher  in  the  fin-t  instance,  when  Mr.  Beecher  wished  the  examination 
which  was  there  threatened  to  go  over  until  after  the  vacation — until  the 
autumn.  Now,  so  far  as  the  conversation  which  he  related  as  having  taken 
place  in  the  summer,  it  relates  to  that  paper,  the  witness  says,  and  not  to 
the  charges.  * 

Judge  Neilson. — So  I  understand  now. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — And  that  the  charges  came  the  following  autumn,  and 
that  he  then  showed  them  to  Mr.  Beecher,  and  that  the  conversation  which 
refers  to  the  charges  did  not  take  place  then,  but  took  place  in  the  autumn. 

Mr.  EmrU. — That  is  what  he  has  not  said. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — Yes,  he  has  said  just  that. 

Mr.  Evarts. — ^That  is,  I  think,  what  he  may  say  some  time  or  other,  but 
he  has  not  said  it  yet.  Tour  Honor  will  see  what  the  examination  was. 
[Reading  from  the  testimony  of  Jan.  15.]  * 

Mr.  Evarts, — Now,  I  am  not  objecting  to  the  witness  correcting  a  state- 
ment that  is  made,  the  correction  being  that  there  never  was  any  such  con- 
versation concerning  Mr.  West's  charges  as  brought  to  him  by  Mr.  Tilton 

Mr.  Beach. — That  is  not  his  correction. 

Mr,  Evarts. — ^At  that  time.  Therefore  I  say  what  you  have  got  here  goes 
out. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — No,  no. 

*  Ante,  p.  407,  the  passage  between  figures  (1)  and  ^2). 
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Mr,  Etiirt4. — ^Well,  that  is  my  statement — it  goes  oat.  If  you  admit  that 
a  conversation  concerning  the  charges, — concerning  a  paper  which  is  presently 
before  them,  brought  by  Mr.  Tilton,  now  that  there,  a»  ;t  appears,  was  no 
such  paper  before  them,  that  no  such  paper  was  brought  by  Mr.  Tilton,  and 
that  instead  of  that  there  was  a  letter,  not  containing  the  charges,  but  a  letter 
written  by  Mr.  West  to  Mr.  Beecher,  which  ]Mr.  Beecher  brought  to  Mr. 
Moulton.  Now  how  are  you  going  to  put  those  two  conversations  together  ? 
You  may  take  the  witness  up  and  examine  him  as  to  what  occurred  when  Mr. 
Beecher  brought  that  letter,  and  you  may  take  him  up  and  examine  as  to  what 
occurred  in  the  fall  when  the  charges  were  brought — if  Mr.  Beecher  was 
present,  for  it  does  not  appear — but  we  can  not  have  a  substitution  of  this 
testimony  as  it  stands,  as  being  evidence  that  has  been  given  by  this  witness 
either  in  regard  to  the  letter  of  West  to  Beecher  in  the  early  summer — because 
it  does  not  profess  to  be — nor  in  regard  to  the  charges  of  West  in  the  fall, 
l>ecause  he  has  testified  that  he  had  no  such  conversation  in  the  fall. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  this  misapprehension  had  1>etter  be  cleared  up, 
Mr.  FuUerton. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — ^I  will,  to  gratify  the  counsel  upon  the  other  side,  and 
Aolely  for  that  purpose. 

Q.  Now,  state  what  occurred  between  you  before  the  summer  vacation,  in 
regard  to  anything  with  which  Mr.  Wcf-t  was  connected.  A.  I  received  the 
letter  of  June  the  25th,  from  Mr.  West  to  Mr.  Beecher,  from  Mr.  Beecher,  and 
we  t^ked  about  those  charges,  and  he  wanted  it  to  go  over  the  summer  vaca- 
tion— he  wanted  that  matter  to  go  over  the  summer  vacation. 

Mr.  EtnrtH. — What  was  said  we  are  entitled  to. 

Mr.  FulUrton. — Yes;  what  was  said  ?  A.  Mr.  Beecher  said  that  he  hoped 
the  matter  could  go  over  the  summer  vacation,  and  that  then  we  could  find  a 
way  to  deal  with  it ;  I  saw  him  in  the  fall. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  was  with  reference  to  the  letter  ?  A.  Yes,  sir, 
with  reference  to  the  letter  of  June  25. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — The  letter  threatening  the  charges  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Etart$.—We\l  the  letter. 

Q.  And  did  you  approve  of  this — having  it  go  over  till  Fall  ?  A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  What  occurred  then  in  the  fall  with  reference  to  the  charges,  when 
they  came  ?  A.  In  the  fall,  the  charges  of  Mr.  West  were  made,  and  the 
paper  that  I  have  seen  here  in  court  was  brought  to  me  by  Mr.  Tilton,  and  I 
saw  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mr.  Tilton  together,  and  it  was  decided  what  should  be 
the  reply;  and  Mr.  Tilton  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  **I  will  claim  my  non- 
roem1>er8hip,  and  thus  will  prevent  my  being  cited  before  the  church.'^  And 
he  did  write  a  letter,  and  sefid  it  to  Mr.  Tallmadge,  I  think — if  I  am  correct 
about  that — and  then  >Ir.  Beecher  said  to  him,  in  my  presence,  afterwards, 
**  Theodore,  God  inspired  you  to  write  that  letter." 

Q.  Now,  in  this  conversation  that  you  have  laot  spoken  of  between  your 
self,  Mr.  Beecher,  and  Mr.  Tilton,  state  whether  the  West  charges  were  then 
And  there  present  f     A.  I  don't  remember  that  they  were. 

Q.  They  were  the  subject,  however,  of  the  ccmversation  f     A.  They  were 
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the  subject  of  the  conversation.    I  think  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  them  in  bis 
possession  there  ;  I  think  so ;  I  did  not  have  them  in  my  possession. 

Q.  Were  they  taken  out  and  exhibited,  do  you  remember  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton 
had  them  in  his  possession.  I  don't  remember  whether  he  exhibited  them  or 
not.  My  impression  is  that  he  did — ^I  could  not  swear  that  he  did.  Thej 
were  the  subject  of  conversation,  however. 

Mr,  EtarU. — Those  West  charges,  as  they  now  stand  on  the  evidence,  are 
not  entitled  to  be  read.  We  ask  that  they  be  struck  out.  The  foundation 
upon  which  he  rested  them  as  evidence  has  disappeared. 

Judge  NEHiSON. — He  said  before  that  ho  could  not  say  that  Mr.  Beecher 
saw  them. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Well,  but  he  said  that  he  had  them  there,  and  that  he  stated 
them  to  him.  I  submit  to  your  Honor  that  that  exhibit  must  be  struck  out 
as  not  supported  by  any  evidence. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  will  look  at  the  evidence  as  it  stands.  If  it  is  not 
supported,  it  will  be  struck  out. 

Mr,  Etarts, — Your  Honor  understands  our  point. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir;  I  can  not  recall  it  all  now. 

Mr,  Erarts. — No,  we  will  not  interrupt  your  Honor  at  present.  We  make 
the  point,  and  if  your  Honor  rules  against  us,  we  shall  except. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach. — My  friend  has  read  from  the  previous  testimony  of  Mr.  Moul- 
ton,  that  at  some  lime  Mr.  Moulton  stated  those  West  charges  to  Mr.  Beecher: 

Mr,  Evarta, — Yes,  sir;  in  the  summer,  which  happened  to  be  some  months 
before  they  were  in  existence. 

Judge  Neilson. — But  that  name  evidence  now  applies  to  a  later  interview, 

Mr.  MorrU, — He  corrects  it. 

Mr.  EvarU, — He  corrects  it.  When  he  is  asked  whether  the  charges  were 
there,  or  exhibited,  or  produced,  he  does  not  know. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  will  ask  him  about  it. 

Mr.  EvarU, — He  can  not  know  any  better  now — better  than  he  knew  three 
months  ago. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — What  was  said  in  regard  to  the  West  charges  at  this  inter- 
view between  yourself,  Mr.  Beecher,  and  Mr.  Tilton  ?  Let  us  have  it  again. 
A.  Mr.  Tilton  said  he  was  going  to  plead  his  non-membership  of  the  church, 
and  therefore  could  not  be  cited  down — to  prevent  his  being  cited  before  the 
church  for  trial. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  asked  you  what  was  said  about  the  charges. 

Mr,^Beach, — The  question  put  to  you  is  whether  anything  was  said  there, 
and  if  so,  what,  in  regard  to  the  nature  or  charact<jr  of  the  West  charges. 

Mr,  EvarU, — Yes,  that  is  the  question  put  no^^ ;  it  has  not  been  before. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — Yes,  it  was  before — the  previous  question. 

Mr.  Emrt8.—We\\  I 

Mr,  Beach, — We  propose  to  put  it  again. 

Mr,  Evarta, — That  could  never  happen — that  conversation. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — It  did  happen.     It  did  not  happen  in  the  summer. 

Judge  Neilson. — One  at  a  time. 


Jan.  18,  IsT.-i.l  DIRECT    EXAMINATION.  iti 

The  \Vitne9». — What  is  the  question  » 

Mt\  FulUrton, — What  was  said  in  the  conversation  between  yourself,  Mr 
Beecher,  and  Mr.  Tilton  in  regard  to  the  West  charges  against  Mr.  Beecher  \ 

Mr,  Bewh. — The  nature  of  them. 

Mr.  EtfirU. — That  \»  a  leading  question.  This  witness  has  made  three 
answers  that  he  don't  remember.  He  has  been  asked  three  times  what  was 
said,  and  the  answer  was  that  Tilton  would  write  a  card  declining. 

Mr.  Beach, — Now,  the  witness  should  not  be  put  in  a  false  position.  I 
think  the  witness  has  been  misled  by  the  form  of  the  question  that  was  pot 
to  him  concerning  what  was  said  cm  the  subject  of  the  West  charges.  Now, 
I  propose  to  have  the  question  put  to  him,  what  if  anything  was  there  said  in 
regard  to  the  nature  or  characteir  of  the  West  charges. 

Judge  Nkilson. — In  the  fall  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Fulle^ton. — State,  Mr.  Moulton,  if  you  please  ?  A.  In  rcg^d  to  the 
nature  or  character  of  the  West  charges  ? 

Q.  Yes. 

Judge  Neilson. — After  they  had  been  put  in. 

Mr.  EcarU. — They  were  not  put  in.  After  they  had  been  sent  in  to  the 
church,  your  Honor. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  what  I  mean,  of  course. 

Mr.  Fuller  ton. — And  after  they  hud  been  served  upon  Mr.  Beecher. 

The  Witneits, — There  was  nothing  that  I  remember  at  this  conyersation 
except  the  fact  that  Mr.  West  had  made  his  charges  at  the  church,  and  Mr. 
Beecher  was  at  the  houso  and  consulted  with  Mr.  Ti!t(m  and  myself  in  regard 
to  what  the  answer  should  be  to  those  charges. 

Judge  Neilsox. — Was  anything  said  as  to  what  those  charges  of  Mr.  West 
were  ?     A.  We  all  seemed  to  know.     There  wasn't  anv  discussion. 

Judge  Neh^sox. — Well,  that  answers  the  question  then. 

Mr.  Erartn. — I  think  this  ends  the  matter. 

Mr.  Beach. — We  will  see. 

Mr,  Fullerton.  —You  are  very  anxious  to  have  it  ended,  but  it  will  not  be 
ended  until  it  is  done. 

Mr.  Ecartfi, — Well,  we  will  see. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — Well,  just  wait  and  we  will  see.  [To  the  witness.]  On 
your  former  testimony — the  former  examination — I  understood  you  to  say 
that  in  that  interview  at  your  house  between  Mr.  Beecher,  Mr.  Tilton  and 
yourself  you  stated  the  nature  and  character  of  the  West  charges  ? 

Mr.  Evartit. — That  I  object  to.     There  is  no  such  thing  in  the  evidence. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — There  is  such  a  thing  in  the  evidence. 

Mr.  EcarUi.—Thfit  is  in  the  summer,  and  the  West  charges  had  not  been 
made  then. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  don't  care  when  it  was  that  the  conversation  took  place, 
and  if  the  witness  has  made  a  mistake  in  saying  that  it  took  place  in  the 
summer  rather  than  in  the  fall,  I  do  not  mean  to  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  of 
that  testimony. 

Mr.  Evartn. — That  I  agree  to.    Now  prove  what  took  place  in  the  falL 
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Don't  undertake  to  call  him  to  an  exploded  conversation  in  the  sammer  ta 
evidence  that  lie  has  given  about  what  took  place  in  the  fall. 

Mr,  PuUerton, — Well,  he  didn't  explode  as  frequently  as  you  do,  to  no 
effect. 

Judge  Neilson.— Put  your  question. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  say,  if  the  conversation  took  place,  it  is  immaterial 
•when  it  took  place.     It  was  with  reference  to  the  charges,  and  of  course 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  will  discuss  all  this  at  some  other  time. 

Mr.  FuUerton.— You  are  discussing  it  now. 

Mr,  EtarU. — I  am  not. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — You  are  trying  to. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Now  I  will  rend  this  over  again,  [reading  from  testimony 
of  Jan.  15,  a  part  of  the  passage  Mr.  Evarte  had  read.] 

Mr.  Evjrtft. — Now 

Mr.  Fullerton, — One  moment  I  I  have  a  question  to  put,  and  then  yoo 
may  object  if  you  please.  [To  the  witness.]  I  call  your  attention  to  that 
]:art  of  the  evidence  in  this  case,  and  ask  you  now  whether  in  the  fall 
after  the  charges  were  made  you  had  this  conversation  which  I  have  just 
read? 

Mr.  Ewrts. — That  I  object  to.  That  is  entirely  a  leading  qnestion.  He 
:  sks  this  witness  whether  he  had  in  the  fall  a  conversation  that  he  testified 
Jiat  he  had  in  the  spring,  and  which  he  never  did  have  in  the  spring.  Now 
we  will  gft  what  the  fall  conversation  was,  but  not  in  that  method. 

Judge  Nbilson. — The  counsel  should  ask  him  what  the  fall  conversation 
was.  Ask  him  what  was  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  the  West  charges, 
or,  if  anything,  in  regard  to  their  contents  and  terms. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Now,  will  you  state  what  conversation  you  had  with  Mr. 
Beecher  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Tilton  in  the  fall,  with  reference  to  the  Went 
charges?  A.  Yes,  sir;  Mr.  Beecher  was  at  the  house  with  Mr.  Tilton,  and 
Mr.  Tilton  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  ^*I  shall  plead  non-membership  with  refer- 
ence to  these  charges  of  Mr.  West,  so  that  I  shall  not  be  cited — so  that  I  can 
not  be  cited  l>efore  the  church  '' — or  words  to  that  effect ;  that  is  the  substance 
of  it;  and  Mr.  Beecher  thought  that  that  was  the  proper  course  for  him  to 
pursue,  and  said  that  he  would  like  to  have  him  pursue  that  course;  that  was 
the  substance  of  what  Mr.  Beecher  said.  And  Mr.  Tiltcm  did  write  a  letter 
to  the  church ;  and  Mr.  Beecher  subsequently  met  Mr.  Tilton  and  myself,  and 
said,   **  Theodore,  God  inspired  you  to  write  that  letter." 

Q.  Now,  is  that  all  that  you  remember  ?    A.  That  is  all  that  I  remember. 

Q.  At  any  time  when  Mr.  Beecher  was  present,  was  the  nature  of  these 
charges — the  character  of  these  charges  discussed  and  mentioned  ?  A.  Mr. 
Beecher  said  to  me,  on  one  occasion — let  me  see ;  I  think  it  was  in  the  fall — ^I 
told  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  come  to  me  and  said  to  me  that  Mr.  West 
seemed  to  him  more  friendly  disposed  toward  him  (Mr.  Tilton)  in  the  fall 
than  he  had  been ;  and  that  ho  had  been  to  see  Mr.  Tilton  with  reference  to 
coming  down  to  the  church  and  testifying— testifying  on  that  subject;  and  I 
said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  **I  do  not  like  it;  it  seems  to  me  that  with  reference  to 
his  charges  against  you,  his  undertaking,  nominally,  to  defend  yoo,  bat  real)/ 
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to  rain  you."  Mr.  Beccher  Bai<J  ho  thought  so,  too.  That  is  the  only  con- 
versation that  I  remember  in  reference  to  the  charge. 

Q.  Did  yon  ever  hear  of  but  one  set  of  charpces  made  by  Mr.  West?  A. 
No;  I  never  beard  <^f  but  one  set  of  charges.  I  remember  the  conversation 
that  I  have  detailed  to  you  specifically. 

Mr.  Kvarts. — Your  H<inor  reserves  your  decision  upon  my  motion  to 
strike  out? 

Judge  Nbilbon. — Yes,  sir;  I  will  look  at  the  evidence. 

Cross-examination  bt  Mr.  Rortbb. 

Q.  Wliat  is  your  age  ?  A.  Thirty-eight ;  I  was  thirty-eight  years  of  age 
last  July — the  11th. 

Q.  You  mentioned  that  you  were  a  member  of  the  firm  of  Woodruff  & 
Robinson  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Wliat  is  the  business  of  that  firm  ?  A.  The  business  of  that  firm,  sir,  is 
— wait,  wiien  I  was  a  member  of  the  concern,  in  both  of  its  branches,  a  mer- 
chandise and  storage  business.  I  am  a  member  of  the  concern  of  Woodruff  is 
Robinson,  now,  in  the  merchandise  business. 

Q.  You  were  a  general  partner  ?  A.  I  was  a  partner  in  the  concern  in  the 
storage  and  merchandise  business. 

Q.  Wiien  did  you  cease  to  be  a  general  partner  ?  A.  I  ceased  to  be  a 
general  partner,  sir,  on  the  1st  day  of  January,  if  by  general  partner  you  mean 
in  the  merchandise  and  storage  business;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  is  your  present  partnership-— one  of  definite  or  indefinite  duration? 
A.  Well,  sir,  so  far  as  I  know,  it  is  of  indefinite  duration ;  it  is  not  a  limited 
partnership. 

Q.  The  time  of  its  termination  is  not  fixed  ?  A.  The  time  of  its  termina- 
tion is  not  fixed ;  it  has  been  talked  about,  sir. 

Q.  And  is  still  undetermined  ?    A.  And  it  is  still  undetermined. 

Q.  Mr.  Tilton,  I  observe,  takes  frequent  occasion  to  speak  of  you  as  the 
mutual  friend  of  himself  and  Mr.  Beecher.  That  was  the  relation  you  occu- 
pied, wasn't  it  ?  A.  I  was  a  friend  of  Mr.  Tilton^s  and  a  friend  of  Mr. 
Beecher's. 

Q.  At  what  era  did  your  friendship  to  Mr.  Beecher  have  its  inception  ? 
A.  Well,  sir,  about  December  30,  an  intimate  personal  friendship,  18 — not  an 
intimate  personal  friendship  before  Dec.  30,  1870,  sir. 

Q.  It  had  its  termination  at  the  time  you  refused  to  furnish  him  with 
copies  of  his  own  papers  in  your  hands  ?    A.  No,  sir ;  I  think  not. 

Q.  How  long  after  tiiat  did  it  continue  ?  A.  Can  you  give  me  the  date, 
sir,  of  the  communication  that  he  addressed  to  me  ?  He  addressed  to 
me  a  communication,  if  I  remember — perhaps  I  can  state  it  to  you  from 
memory* 

Mr,  Beach, — I  think  that  question  improperly  assumes,  sir,  that  Mr.  Moul- 
tOD  declined  to  furnish  him  with  copies  of  papers.  There  is  no  such  evidence, 
M  yet. 

Mr,  Porter, — You  did  decline  to  furnish  him  with  copies  of  papers  ?  A, 
I  did  not  decline  to  furnish  him  with  copies  of  papers. 
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Q.  Did  you  decline  to  furnish  him  access  to  papers  ?  A.  By  advice  of 
counsel,  sir,  I  wrote  a  note  to  Mr.  Beecher  relative — in  answer  to  a  letter 
brought  to  ine  by  Mr.  Benjamin  F.  Tracy,  at  my  office,  sir. 

Q.  You  do  not  understand  that  you  ever  did  deny  to  Mr.  Beecher  accefls 
to  his  papers  in  your  hands  ?  A.  To  his  papers  in  my  hands  ?  No,  sir;  I  do 
not  understand  that  I  ever  denied  him  access  to  his  papers  in  my  hands. 

Q.  You  are  not  aware  that  he  desired  to  obtain  access  to  them  ?  A.  I  am 
aware  that  he  desired  to  have  me  furnish,  if  I  remember  correctly,  sir,  th  j 
phraseology  of  his  note ;  I  am  aware  that  he  desired  to  have  me  furnish  him 
— the  letter  will  state,  if  you  will  allow  me  to  look  at  it,  sir.  Perhaps  you 
know  it  yourself. 

Mr.  Porter, — Well,  you  have  the  letter. 

Mr,  Beach. — It  is  printed. 

Mr.  Starts.  —Well,  it  is  the  letter  to  Mr.  Moulton  that  we  want. 

Tli€  Witness. — There  was  a  letter  brought  by  Mr.  Tracy  to  me. 

Mr,  Evarts, — You  have  got  it,  haven't  you  ?  A.  I  have  not — ^I  do  not — ^it 
may  be  among  the  papers  here,  sir;  I  think  it  was  dated  July  24,  if  I  remem- 
ber correctly. 

Mr,  Etarts. — If  we  want  that  letter  you  will  have  to  find  it,  I  suppose. 
We  want  the  original. 

Mr,  Bench. — lie  can  refresh  his  recollection  by  looking  at  the  copy,  if  he 
wants.     [Book  handed  to  witness.] 

Mr,  Porter. — llave  you  the  original  letter  addressed  to  you  by  Mr.  Beecher 
on  the  24th  of  July,  '74  ?  A.  I  really  do  not  know,  sir^  whether  I  have  or 
not;  if  I  have  I  will  produce  it;  I  do  not  know  whether  I  have  or  not. 

Q.  You  were  subpoenaed  to  produce  that  among  other  papers,  were  you 
not  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  have  a  subpoena  to  produce  papers;  I  shall  produce  them 
— all,   sir,  that  I  have;  I  judge  that  I  must  have  it;  it  is  marked  here  **D." 

Q.  Paper  marked  **L,'-  isn't  it?  A.  **L;"  you  are  correct,  sir,  marked 
*^  L."  Now,  the  rt.ply  to  that  letter,  sir,  was  made  by  my  counsel,  as  I  stated 
to  you ;  and  if  you  will  allow  me  to  look  at  that  I  will  see  whether —  [Book 
handed  back  to  witness.] 

Q.  Just  identify  this  letter  first;  do  you  identify  that  letter  t  A.  Yes,  sir, 
I  think  this  is  the  letter. 

Mr,  Porter, — I  will  read  it  as  printed  now,  and  will  subsequently  introduce 
the  other  when  it  is  produced. 

Judge  Neilson.  — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Porter, — [Reading.] 

"July  24, 1874. 

"  Mt  Dear  Mk.  Moulton  :  I  am  making  oat  a  statement,  and  I  need  the 
letters  and  papers  in  your  hands.  Will  you  send  me  by  Tracy  all  the  originals 
of  my  papers  ¥  Let  them  be  numbered  and  an  inventory  taken,  and  I  will  return 
them  to  you  as  soon  as  I  can  see  and  compare,  get  dates,  make  extracts  or  copies, 
as  the  case  may  be. 

"  Will  you  also  send  mo  Bowen's  *  heads  of  difficulty,'  and  all  letters  of  my 
sister,  if  any  are  with  you  ? 

"  1  heard  you  were  sick — are  you  about  again?  Qod  grant  you  to  see  peaoe* 
ful  times.     Yours  gratefully, 

F.  D.  Moulton.  H.  W.  BbbCHSB." 

[Letter  marked  *'  Exhibit  D,  1."] 
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Q.  When  that  letter  was  presented  what  reply  did  you  make  to  Mr.  Tracy  ? 
A-  I  think  I  told  him  I  was  going  out  of  town  that  evening. 

Q.  Was  that  all  ?    A.  Well,  it  is  about  all  that  I  distinctly  remember. 

Q.  Perhaps  by  reading  what  immediately  follows  that  letter  you  may  be 
able  to  refresh  your  recollection.     A.  I  said  to  Mr.  Tracy  that  he  had  better 

take 

Q.  No,  no,  not  aloud ;  you  can  refresh  your  recollection  ?  A.  I  think  I 
said  something  of  that  sort  to  him. 

Q.  Something  of  what  t^ort  ?  A.  That  I  could  not  honorably  give  Mr. 
Beechor  documents  for  conflict  when  I  had  not  given  them  to  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Tracy  request  you  to  give  copies  ?  A.  He  wrote  a  letter  to 
me,  sir,  asking  me  to  give  copies,  and  put  the  letter  in  his  pocket — would 
not  give  that  to  me;  he  put  it  in  his  pocket  and  took  it  away  with  him,  sir; 
I  recollect  that. 

Q.  Be  kind  enough  to  refresh  your  recollection  by  looking  again  at  the 
paper  you  have  in  your  hand  ?     A.   **I  suggested  that  perhaps " 

Q.  No,  you  need  not  read,  except  for  your  own  information.  A.  He  said 
something  about  copies^  sir. 

Q.  He  did  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  and  he  wrote  a  letter. 

Q.  One  moment.     A.  Pardon  me,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  ask  for  copies?  A.  He  said  to  me  that  Mr.  Cunningham,  a 
friend  of  l)oth  parties,  might  be  trusted  to  make  copies,  and  I  said  I  didn't 
thick  that  I  could  furnish  copies  any  more  than  I  could  fumi«th  the  originals; 
that  I  was  going  away,  and  I  did  go  away,  sir. 

Q.  Before  going  away,  suppose  we  finish  the  conversation — will  you  look 
once  more  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  state  to  Mr.  Tracy  that  it  would  seem  to  you  the  same  breach 
of  honorable  obligation  as  to  send  the  originals  ?  A.  I  think  I  said  some- 
thing of  that  sort  to  him,  sir;  I  may  not  have  used  that  phraseology  exactly. 

Q.  You  say  General  Tracy  wrote  a  letter  at  that  time  and  on  that  subject  f 
A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  refuse  to  receive  it  ?    A.  I  did  not  refuse  to  receive  it. 

Q.  He  did  not  offer  it  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  that  he  offered  it  to  me, 
sir;  he  put  it  in  his  pocket,  and  I  asked  him  to  take  the  other  letter  back 
with  it. 

Q.  Did  he  read  it  to  you  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  he  read  it  to  me. 

Q.  Did  he  write  it  in  your  presence  ?  A.  He  wrote  it  sitting  at  the  desk, 
air. 

Q.  In  your  presence  ?  A.  I  was  present  in  the  office  when  he  wrote  it ;  I 
didn't  look  over  his  shoulder  to  see  what  he  was  writing. 

Q.  He  wrote  it  to  you  ?  A.  I  don't  know  whether  he  did  or  not ;  I  could 
not  swear  to  that ;  he  wrote  a  letter  and  put  it  in  his  pocket. 

Q.  You  did  not  at  the  time  understand  that  it  was  a  letter  to  you  ?  A.  I 
bad  no  reason  for  understanding  anything  about  it. 

Q.  Why,  a  few  moments  since,  did  you  say  he  did  write  you  a  letter,  but 
didnt  deliver  it?  A.  He  wrote  a  letter,  sir;  if  I  said  he  wrote  me  a  letter 
I.— 81. 
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I  could  not  know  that  he  wrote  me  the  letter,  because  I  didn't  recelTc  a  let- 
ter from  him. 

Q.  You  flidn't  understand  it  to  be  a  letter  to  you  ?  A.  Mr.  Tracy  said, 
**  I  will  write  a  letter  askiujj:  for  copies  "  ;  and  he  put  that  letter  in  his  pocket, 
and  I  never  saw  that  letter,  nor  do  I  remember  fhat  that  letter  was  read  to  me, 

Q.  Was  the  letter  from  Mr.  Beecher  a  sealed  letter  ?  A.  I  don't  remem- 
ber, sir,  whether  it  was  or  not. 

Q.  AVhen  you  read  the  letter  of  Mr.  Beecher,  didn't  General  Tracy  say  to 
you  that  if  you  would  not  let  him  liave  the  originals,  copies  would  serve  us 
well  ?    A.  I  think  Mr.  Tracy  said  copies  might  serve  as  well. 

Q.  You  didn't  ccmscnt  to  show  the  r)riginals,  nor  to  furnish  copies,  nor  to 
permit  thom  to  be  made  ?    A.  I  didn't  deny  the  original,  nor  did  I  deny  copies. 

Q.  And  gave  neither?  A.  I  gave  neither,  because  I  was  going  out  of 
town,  sir. 

Q.  And  consented  to  give  neither  ?  A.  And  consented  at  that  time  to 
give  neither. 

Q.  And  affirmed  that  you  could  not  honorably  give  either  f  A.  That  I 
didn't  think  I  Ci)uld. 

Q.  "When  did  you  next  hear  from  Mr.  Beecher  on  that  subject?  A.  On 
what  subject,  sir  ?     On  the  subject  of  producing  the  documents  ? 

Q.  Oi  access  to  those  letters  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  the  date,  sir,  I  don't 
remember. 

Q.  If  you  will  just  look,  you  will  see  that  there  was  a  letter  dated  28th  of 
Ju.y.  Whiin  did  you  receive  that  ?  A.  I  think,  sir,  that  I  didn't  receive  that 
lett(:r  until  the  4rh  of  August,  until  my  return.     I  went  away. 

Q.  Were  your  letters  forwarded  during  your  absence  ?  A.  My  letters  were 
forwarded,  sir,  to  Narragansett ;  a  messenger,  I  believe,  went  with  the  letter 
to  Narragansett.  Some  letters  came  to  me  at  Boston,  but  this  letter,  sir,  I 
didn't  receive. 

Q.  Until  your  return  ?    A.  I  think  not,  sir,  to  the  beat  of  my  recollection. 

Q.  You  use  the  phrase  *'  You  think  not."  Do  you  mean  to  affirm,  as  mat- 
ter of  knowledge,  that  you  did  not  ?     A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  You  left  un  what  day  ?  A.  I  think  on  the  24th;  it  was  the  date  of  this 
letter,  I  believe,  that  I  left. 

Q.  You  returned  on  what  day  ?    A.  I  think  Aug.  4,  sir. 

Q.  On  that  day  did  you  receive  this  lettei*  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Potter. — 1  read  now  the  letter  of  July  28: 

"  Bkookltn,  July  28,  1874. 

*'  My  Drar  Frenid  :  The  Committee  of  Investigation  an;  waiting  mainly 
for  you  before  closinjr  thfir  laliors.  1.  loo,  earnestly  wish  that  you  would  come 
and  clear  yuur  mind  and  memory  of  ever>' thing  that  can  bear  on  my  case.  I 
pruy  you  also  to  bring  all  letters  and  papers  relating  to  it  which  will  throw  any 
light  upon  it,  and  bring  to  a  result  this  protracted  case.  I  trust  that  Mrs.  M.  has 
been  reinvigo rated,  and  that  her  need  of  your  care  will  not  be  so  great  as  to 
detain  you.  Truly  yours, 

F.  I).  Moulton.  H.  W.  Beech  kk. 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  D,  2.*'J  H.  W.  Sage,  Chairtnan." 

Mr.  Porfi'r.— Did  you  take  offense  at  that  letter  ?  A.  Did  I  take  offense 
at  it  ?    No,  I  think  not,  blr;  I  don't  remember  that  I  did. 


Jan.  18,  1876.]  OB  088- EXAMINATION.  483 

Q.  Did  yon  regard  that  as  an  indication  of  unfriend liness  to  yon  ?  A.  I 
don^t  think  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  Will  you  look  at  your  statement  for  one  moment,  and  refresh  your 
recollection  on  that  subject  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  what  part  of  it,  sir  ? 

Q.  Immediately  below  the  last  letter  ?  A.  The  letter  of  Mr.  Beecher  of 
August  the  4th,  heretofore  published  ? 

Q.  Just  refer  to  it  and  then  answer  me  ?    A.  August  4  ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  is  it  ?  A.  I  didn't  consider  the  other  a  letter  of  unfriendliness; 
no,  sir. 

Q.  Nor  an  indication  from  Henry  Ward  Beecher  of  unfriendliness  ?  A. 
No,  sir;  the  letter  of  June  28  you  are  referring  to  now;  July  28,  you  are 
asking  ? 

Q.  July  28  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  letter  of  August  4  you  did,  didn't  you  ?  A.  Where  is  the  letter 
of  August  the  4th  ? 

Mr.  Beach  — I  have  not  heard  of  any  of  August  the  4th. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — He  received  this  letter  of  the  28th  of  July  on  the  4th  of 
August. 

Mr.  Beach. — Well,  that  don't  make  the  letter  of  the  4th  of  August. 

The  WUne$». — I  think  I  can  find  it  right  away. 

Mr.  PeafMll. — You  will  find  it,  Mr.  Moulton,  at  page  141. 

Mr.  Porter. — The  letter  of  August  4  was  one  in  reply  to  yours,  I  think. 
On  the  4th  of  August,  upon  receiving  the  letter  of  July  28,  you  wrote  .to  Mr. 
Beecher  ?    No,  of  July  24. 

Q.  July  24;  28th  I  think  it  is  ?    A.  You  said  28th ;  24th  you  mean  ? 

Q.  On  the  4th  of  August  you  wrote  a  letter  to  him  ?  A.  On  the  4th  of 
August,  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Porter. — I  will  read  that  letter,  your  Honor,  and  then  will  follow  it 
up  with  the  letter  of  Mr.  Beecher. 

"  49  Remskn-st.,  Brooklyn,  Aug.  4,  1874. 

"Mt  Dear  Mr.  Beecher  :  I  received  your  note  of  July  24,  informing  me 
that  yon  are  making  a  statement  and  need«the  letters  and  papers  in  my  hands, 
and  asking  me  to  send  them  to  you  for  the  purpose  of  having  extracts  or  copies 
made  from  them,  as  the  case  may  be,  that  you  may  use  them  in  your  controversy 
with  Mr.  Tilton. 

'*  I  should  be  very  glad  to  do  anything  that  I  may  do,  consistent  with  my 
iiense  of  what  is  due  to  justice  and  right,  to  aid  you  ;  but  if  you  will  reflect  that 
I  hold  all  the  important  papers  intrusted  to  me  at  the  desire  and  request  and  iu 
the  confidence  of  both  parties  to  this  unhappy  sfTair,  you  will  see  that  I  can  not 
in  honor  give  them,  or  any  of  them,  to  either  party  to  aid  him  as  against  the 
other.  I  have  not  ^iven  or  shown  to  Mr.  Tilton  any  documents  or  papern  relating 
to  your  affairs  since  the  renewal  of  your  controversy,  which  had  been  once  ad- 
justed. 

"  I  need  not  tell  you  how  deeply  I  f^gret  your  position  as  foes,  each  to  the 
other,  after  my  long  and,  as  you,  I  have  no  doubt,  fully  believe, honest  and  faith- 
ful effort  to  have  you  otherwise. 

"  I  will  sacredly  hold  all  the  papers  and  information  I  have  until  both  parties 
shall  request  me  to  make  them  public  or  to  deliver  them  into  hands  of  either  or 
both,  or  to  lay  them  before  the  committee,  or  I  am  compelled  in  a  court  of  justice 
to  produce  them,  if  I  can  be  so  c^itnpel'ed. 

•*  My  regret  that  1  am  compelled  to  this  course  is  softened  by  my  belief  that 
jou  will  not  be  substantially  injured  by  it  in  this  regard,  for  all  the  facts  are,  of 
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coarse,  known  to  70a,  and  I  am  bound  to  believe  and  assume  that  in  the  state- 
ment you  are  preparing  you  will  only  set  forth  the  exact  facts  ;  and,  if  so,  the 
documents,  when  produced,  will  only  confirm  and  can  not  contradict,  wliat  you 
may  Htate,  so  that  you  will  suffer  no  loss. 

*'  If,  on  tlie  contrary — which  1  can  not  presume — you  desire  the  possession  of 
tlie  documents,  in  order  that  you  may  prove  your  statement  in  a  manner  not  to 
be  contravened  by  the  fact-*  set  forth  in  them  to  the  disadvantage  of  Mr.  Tilton,! 
should  be  then  aiding  you  in  doing  that  which  1  can  not  believe  the  strictest  and 
firmest  friendship  for  you  calls  upon  me  to  do.  Wltli  grateful  recollections 
of  your  kind  confidence  and  trust  in  me, 

••  I  am  very  truly  yours, 

**F.    D.   MotTLTON. 

••  Rev.  Henry  Ward  Beecher,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y." 
[Letter  marked  **  Exhibit  D,  3."] 

Mr,  Porttr. — At  that  time  you  were  a  mutual  friend  of  these  parties,  were 
you  ?    A.  Up  to  August  4. 

Q.  At  that  time  were  you  the  mutual  friend  of  these  parties  ?  A.  I  had 
been  as  friendly  to  one  as  the  other,  sir. 

Q.  Had  what  ?    A.  Had  been  as  friendly  to  one  as  the  other. 

Q.  My  question  was  not  as  to  the  past,  but  as  I0  that  present A.  As  to 

what  ? 

Q.  My  question  was,  whether,  when  you  wrote  that  letter,  you  were  the 
mutual  friend  of  these  parties  ?.  A.  I  was  a  friend  of  Mr.  Beecher^s  and  a 
friend  of  Mr.  Tilton's  at  that  time  that  I  wrote  the  letter,  sir. 

Q.  At  that  time  you  cherished  for  him  the  strictest  and  firmest  friendship, 
did  you  ?     A.  I  did. 

Q.  Down  to  that  time  had  he  ever  wronged  you  ?  A.  I  don't  think  that 
he  had,  except  in  asking  me  to  lie  for  him. 

Q.  Do  you  think  that  was  a  wrong?    A.  Now  I  do;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  then  ?  A.  I  did  not;  I  thought  I  was  saving  a  man  who  was 
repentant. 

Q.  Did  you  lie  for  him  '    A.  I  did. 

Mr.  Porter. — We  have  your  word. 

Judge  Neilson. — One  moment  t  the  counsel  ought  not  to  comment  upon 
what  the  witness  says. 

Mr.  Porter — Not  now,  perhaps.  [To  the  witness.]  Did  you  mean  to 
intimate  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  Theodore  Tilton  had  not  copies  of  these  papers 
of  which  you  denied  copies  to  him  ?  A.  I  meant  to  say,  sir,  that  I  had  never 
given  him  a  copy  for  the  controversy. 

Q.  Will  you  now  oblige  me  by  answering  my  question  ?  A.  Pardon  me; 
I  thought  I  had  answered  it. 

Q.  Did  you  mean  to  intimate  to  him  that  Theodore  Tilton  had  not  copies 
of  the  papers  of  which  you  refused  copies  to  him  ?  A.  Did  I  mean  to  intimate; 
let  me  understand;  I  wish  to  answer  the  question;  if  you  will  ask  the  ques- 
tion again  I  will  try  to. 

Q.  When  you  wrote  these  words  did  you  mean  to  be  understood  by  him 
that,  as  you  had  furnished  no  copies  to  Mr.  Tilton,  you  wonld  furnish  none  to 
to  him  ?  A.  I  had  furnished  none  to  Mr.  Tilton,  and  would  furnish  none  to 
him ;  that  is  what  I  meant  to  say. 

Q.  And  yon  meant  so  to  be  understood  ?    A.  I  meant  so  to  be  ondcrstood. 
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Q.  Did  jou  furniBb — well,  ^oa  aDswered  my  question  ?    A.  I  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Dill  you  hand  to  Theodore  Tijton  the  retraction  which  you  procured 
from  Mr.  Beecher  the  evening  you  vi&itcd  him  with  a  pistol  ?  A.  Did  I  band 
it  to  him  > 

Q.  Yes.  A.  I  read  it  to  him,  and  may  have  handed  it  to  him ;  I  do  not 
lemember  whether  I  handed  it  to  him  or  not;  I  think  I  did,  perhaps. 

Q.  You  don^t  know,  then,  but  what  you  did  hand  it  ?  A.  I  don't  know 
but  what  I  did. 

Q.  You  think  you  did  ?    A.  I  may  have  handed  it  to  him  to  read. 

Q.  To  copy  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  lie  copy  it  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  he  did. 

Q.  And  did  you  dictatr*  to  him  while  he  copied  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Tilton  afterwards  send  you  that  paper  ?  A.  Did  he  afterwards 
send  me  the  letter  of  recantation  ? 

Q.  Ye8.      A.  My  impression  was  that  I  kept  it,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  deny  his  statement  that  he  afterwards  sent  it  to  you? 

Mr,  Ffillerton. — One  moment;  I  object  to  that. 

Judge  Neu.son. — It  is  objectionable,  as  assuming ♦ 

Mr,  FvUerton, — Tliere  is  no  statement  of  that  kind. 

Judge  Neilsox. — Yes. 

Mr.  Porter.— KnxQ  you  read  Mr.  Tilton's  successive  statements  ?  A.  Not 
all  of  them,  sir;  no;  Idon^t  remember  having  read  th»  statement  you  speak 
of. 

Q.  How?  A.  I  don't  remember  having  read  the  statement  that  you  speak 
of.  and  I  would  not  be  guidod  by  it  if  I  had. 

Q.  Do  you  mean,  thou,  to  swear  that  Theodore  Tilton  never  had  that  in 
his  possession  ?    A.  No,  sir,  I  do  not  mean  to  swear  to  that. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  swear  that  he  never  had  it  before  this  controversy 
began  ?    A.  I  don't  mean  to  swear  to  that;  no,  sir. 

Q.  You  don't  know  but  he  did  ^  A.  I  don't  know  but  what  I  handed  it 
to  him  that  night ;  it  would  have  been  quite  natural,  sir,  if  I  had. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  he  liad  copies  of  other  papers,  copies  of  which 
you  denied  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  Do  I  know  whether  he  had  copies  of  other 
papers — 

Q.  Yes;  of  which  you  denied  copies  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  He  told  me  that 
he  had  made  a  memorandum  of  the  letter  of  contrition,  part  of  which  he 
quoted  in  the  Bacon  letter. 

Q.  I  was  not  inquiring  what  he  told  yoii  ?    A.  Ah!  I  beg  pardon. 

Q.  I  was  inquiring  of  your  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  he  had  copies.  A. 
I  don't  know  that  he  had  copies,  sir. 

Q.  You  never  knew  ?  A.  No,  sir ;  I  had  not  seen  any  copies  in  his  pos- 
session. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  his  sending  that  with  other  papers,  saying  that  they 

would  be  more  secure  in  your  safe  than  in  his  ?    A.  Remember  sending  what, 

sir? 

•  The  court  may  exclude,  even  on  cross-examinatiou,  a  question,  which  as- 
namcs  a  fact  to  be  proved,  which  is  not  proven  People  v.  Mather  (4  Wend., 
t^,  249.) 
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Q.  A  retraction  by  Mrs.  Tilton  ?     A..  I  do  Bot  remember  that,  sir. 

Q.  Yoii  do  Dot  ?    A.  I  do  not  remember  that. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  read  Mr.  Tilton's  examination  ?    A.  Not  all  through;  no, 
sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  dictate  to  him  while  he  made  copies  of  papers  connected 
with  this  controversy  ?    A.  I  do  not  remember  that  I  ever  did. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  you  did  not  ?  A.  I  should  swear  that  I  did  no\ 
nir,  if  I  swore  at  i\\\. 

Q.  Well,  that  is  what  I  ask  you,  whether  you  do  so  swear  ?  A.  I  should 
aueur  that  1  did  not. 

Q.  You  do  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  for  I  do  not  remember  that  I  ever  did. 

Q.  Did  you  read  Tilton's  first  statement  ?     A.  Not  all  of  it. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  it  read  ?     A.  No,  sir;  he  would  not  read  it  to  me. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  his  second  statement  ?  A.  Did  I  hear  his  second  state- 
ment ? — no,  sir. 

Q.  Nor  did  you  read  it  ?  A.  No,  sir;  he  would  not — he  would  not  let  me 
read  it. 

Q.  Well,  the  better  way  is  to  confine  yourself  to  questicms.  A.  Pardon 
me,  I  forget  the 

Q.  You  do  not  know  what  it  contained  ?  A.  I  do  not  now  know  what  It 
contained;  I  could  not  repeat  it,  sir;  I  read  it  after  it  was  published — a  por- 
tion of  it. 

Q.  Why  did  you  stop  with  a  portion  of  it  ?  A.  I  don't  know,  air;  I  wsis 
not  very  much  interested  in  it. 

Q.  But  you  remember  distinctly  the  fact  that  you  did  not  read  it  through  f 
A.  I  rememl)er  that  I  did  not  read  it  through. 

Q.  And  that  you  never  have  read  it  through  ?  A.  No,  sir;  not  all 
of  it. 

Q.  You  remember  distinctly  the  fact  that  you  have  never  read  his  exam- 
ination through  f    A.  I  remember  that,  sir. 

Q.  You  remember  distinctly  that  you  have  never  read  his  last  statement 
through  ?    A.  I  remember  that. 

Q.  Nor  heard  it  read  ?    A.  Nor  beard  it  read. 

Q.  We  will  return  to  Mr.  Beecher's  letter;  will  you  turn  to  page  142  f* 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  reply  to  your  letter  of  the  4th  of  August  you  received  this,  did 
you  ?    A.  In  reply  to  what,  sir  ? 

Q.  To  your  letter  of  the  4th  of  August.  A.  Received  which  one,  ab; 
where  is  it  ? 

Q.  The  one  which  you  find  on  page  142.  A.  Oh  I  I  see;  yes,  sir; 
yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Beach, — I  do  not  see  upon  what  principle  these  letters  from  Mr. 
Beecher  are  receivable. 

Mr,  Marts,— To  show  the  relations  of  the  witness  with  the  party  against 
whom  he  is  testifying. 

Mr.  Beach. — Yes,   sir;  but  I  object  to  these  communications  £rom  Mr.. 

*  The  reference  here  is  to  Paxon's  pamphlet  before  cited. 
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Beecher  to  Mr.  Moultou.  It  is. intimated  by  counsel  that  tliey  are  offered  in 
evidence  for  the  puq)ose  of  showing  the  relations  or  the  feelings  between  Mr. 
Beecher  and  the  witness.  I  understand  it  to  be  abundantly  settled  by  the 
authorities  that  for  that  object  it  is  not  competent  to  show  the  particulars  of 
any  difiiculty  or  of  any  transaction  as  between  ihe  witness  and  the  party;  but 
only  to  ai*k  as  to  the  state  of  feeling;  and  if  your  Honor  has  any  doubt  in  re- 
gard to  that  proposition,  I  shall  ask  you  to  look  at  the  authorities  upon  the 
subject.  Now,  here  is  a  series  of  letters  proposed  to  be  introduced,  written  by 
Mr.  Beecher  to  Mr.  Moulton.  I  can  not  sec,  sir,  upon  what  principle  they 
are  admissible.  They  contain  declarations  upon  the  part  of  Mr.  Beecher 
whicli  may,  perhaps,  affect  the  merits  of  this  controversy.  They  may  con- 
tain allei^ati«;ns  of  fact  which  Mi.  Moulton,  for  aught  I  know,  may  have  ad- 
mitted, or  tailed  to  deny.  But  how  those  assertions  upon  the  part  of  Mr. 
Beecher,  whetlier  written  or  oral,  can  be  introduced  upon  this  issue,  I  am  at 
a  loss  to  pcn-eive.  It  is  nut  pretended  that  Mr.  Tilton  was  present.  It  is  not 
pretended  tiiai  they  were  shown  or  stated  to  Mr.  Tiltou.  Xo  possible  con- 
necti<^  upon  the  part  of  Mr.  Tilton  with  them  is  proposed  to  be  shown;  cer- 
tainly none  has  been  shown,  and  until  that  connection  is  proven,  I  submit  to 
your  Honor  that  tliey  are  not  admissible,  and  I  object  to  them. 

Mr.  Etarti*. — Certainly,  these  letters  have  nothing  to  do  with  Mr.  Tilton. 
Mr.  Moulton  has  shown  himself,  by  his  direct  examination,  as  the  depositary, 
in  the  confidence  of  friendship,  of  certain  papers,  as  well  as  a  good  many 
oral  communications,  if  we  are  to  trust  to  his  remembrance  of  such  conver- 
sations that  were  confidential.  Now,  a  controversy  arises  in  which  these 
papers  confided  to  him  are  |)ertinent  and  important, in  behalf  of  Mr,  Beecher, 
who  ha<l  confided  them  to  him  ;  and  it  was  necessary  and  proper  that  Mr. 
Beecher,  in  reference  to  the  inquiiy,  should  have  the  papers  that  concerned 
the  subject  in  respect  to  which  those  papers  came  into  existence;  and  that  go 
to  show  the  attitude  and  conduct  of  this  witness.  From  the  moment  wlien 
the  confidence  in  which  the  papers  had  been  reposed,  required  that  for  the 
purpose  of  the  man  who  had  reposed  that  confidence  in  him,  he  should  liave 
access  to  them,  the  witness  took  the  attitude  of  denying  and  of  excluding. 
And,  as  we  could  have  shown  the  conversation  between  them  on  the  subject 
to  mark  the  attitude,  and  mark  the  sentiments,  and  mark  the  ccmduct,  from 
that  moment  forth,  of  this  witness  in  this  controversy,  so  we  can  show  the 
correspondence  between  them;  and  the  letters  from  Mr.  Beecher  to  Mr.  Mcml- 
ton,  and  from  3Ir.  Moulton  to  Mr.  Beecher,  on  the  subject-matter  of  the  atti- 
tude, are  statements  of  the  attitude,  as  a  conversaticm  would  be.  And  it  is 
our  purpose  to  show  by  this  correspondence  that,  from  that  time  fi)rward, 
this  witness  has  been  hostile,  active  in  opposition  to  Mr.  Beecher;  and  this 
great  act  of  refusal  and  exclusion,  the  applications  made  by  Mr.  Beecher,  and 
the  manner  in  which  they  were  met  by  Mr.  Moulton,  is  the  initial  step  of 
that  exploration  and  exposure  of  this  witness'  attitude. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  we  have  received  the  correspcmdence  down  to 
the  point  of  refusal — that  appears — on  application  for  the  papers,  or  for 
copies,  obtaining  neither— that  appears.  Now.  unless  the  remaining  corre- 
.spondence  is  for  some  other  purpose  than  to  show  hostile  feeling,  I  think  it  is 
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not  admissible.     That  fact  can  be  sbowu  by  a  general  question,  or  proved  by 
anybody  else.* 

*  Id  Daggett  v.  Tiilimau,  8  Conn.  108  (Supreme  Ct.  of  Errors,  1830,  opinion  by 
Daggett,  J.),  u  witness  for  the  plaintifi'  *'  tentified  that  he  went  to  Hanover,  in 
New  Jersey,  to  jret  Joahua  L.  Church* H  deposition,  to  be  used  in  this  suit ;  that 
Church  promised  to  meet  him  at  a  time  and  place  s(:>ecified,  for  that  purpose,  and 
disappt^iuted  him  ;  that  the  deponent  found  Church  again,  when,  after  making 
various  objections  (which  were  detailed),  he  a^^reed  to  meet  him  in  New  York, 
and  give  the  deposition  re(jueMted  ;  that  deponent  n^turned  to  New  York,  and  on 
his  way,  met  tiie  d»-fendant  going  to  find  Church  ;  and  that  Church  did  not  appear 
in  New  York  to  fultill  his  agreement. 

*•  It  was  an  admitted  fact,  tiiut  Church,  on  the  t<ame  day  on  which  he  refused  to 
give  his  d»«j)Osition  to  the  plaiuiitf,  »ind  agreed  to  give  it  in  New  York,  gave,  in 
New  Jersey,  to  the  defendant,  on  his  reipiest.  and  ^.r  parte,  the  deposition  which 
the  defendant  priMiueed  on  the  trial.  Held,  ihat  these  facts  were  admissible  to 
show  a  reluctance  ou  the  part  of  Church  to  testify  for  the  plaintiff,  and  a  bias 
and  prejudice  in  lavor  of  the  delendaut.  '  Surely,'  says  the  court,  '  the  de- 
ponent Church,  liad  he  been  pn^sent  as  a  witnens,  might  have  been  cross- 
examined  on  all  those  ]>oints  :  and  had  he  denied  the  facts,  proof  of  them  might 
have  been  n-ceived  to  weaken  his  testimony.*  "  • 

The  following  cases  further  illustrate  the  subject  of  bias  :  • 

1.  Cuaeit  nhotcing  the  relutionH  of  the  icitufiS  to  tlie  party. 

Ott  V.  Houghton,  0  Ca?ey  [Pa. J,  451  (1858,  opinion  by  Thompson,  C.  J.).  A 
party  against  whom  a  witness  iscalle<l.  may  always,  on  cross-examination,  pro- 
pound questions  to  elicit  evidence  of  tlie  witneHs'  favor  or  biat».  Judgment  re- 
versed. [In  this  case  the  quobtions  exclude.l  were,  "  do  you  not  own  an 
interest? '  kc.  \ 

Combu  V.  WinrhcMer, '.\9  N.  H.,  15(1851),  Supreme  Ct.,  opinion  by  Bell,  J.). 
Dictum,  that  the  state  of  a  witness'  feelinjj  toward  a  party  is  always  material, 
and  the  witness'  statements  as  to  this  may  be  contradicted,  though  made  ou 
cross-examination.  The  decision  in  Martin  v.  Fartiham  {2^}  y.  H.,  195),  rend- 
ered by  the  court  in  the  opinion  of  the  same  justice,  in  1852.  was  to  the  same 
effect. 

Bersch  v.  The  Statt-,  14  Md.,  4:^4  (1859,  opinion  by  Perkins,  J.).  It  is  always 
proper  to  ask  a  witness  as  to  his  relationsiiip  to  the  parties,  and  the  state  of  bis 
feelings  toward  them,  that  the  jury  may  judge  of  the  impartiality  or  partiality 
of  his  testimony.     Judi^ment  affirmed. 

Dreu?  V.  Wood,  6  Foster  [N.  H.J,  308,  (1853.  opinion  by  Woods,  J.)  The  rela- 
tion in  which  a  witness  stands  to  a  party,  whether  of  peculiar  friendship  or 
hostility  is  material,  and  may  always  be  shown,  either  by  the  testimony  of  the 
witness  to  he  affected  or  by  that  of  others.  [The  evidence  was  to  the  effect  that 
the  witness  had  said  that  "  if  the  Drew  family  "  (of  which  plaintiff  was  a  mem- 
ber) "  went  over  that  hill  they  should  not  go  home  alive,*'  exhibiting  a  pistol.] 

Martin  \\  Farn/iain,  o  B'o-iter  [N.  H.],  195(1852,  Opinion  by  Bell,  J.).  It  is 
always  a  material  question  )vhat  is  the  state  of  feelinjr  of  a  witness  toward  one 
or  both  of  the  parties.  It  is  always  proper  to  inquire  on  cross-examination 
whether  the  relations  of  a  witness  are  those  of  a  dependent  or  friend  of  one  of 
ihe  parties  or  whether  he  has  any  bias,  prejudice, or  hostility  which  might  affect 
his  testimony  or  induce  a  jury  to  distrust  his  statements  or  weigh  them  with  care. 
The  statements  made  in  answer  to  such  inquires  may  be  contradicted  directly; 
or  it  may  be  shown  that  the  witness  has  made  representations  which  are  different 
therefrom.  [In  this  case  the  statement  of  the  witness  impeached,  made  before 
the  trial,  to  the  effect  that  the  loss  ou  the  note  sued  on,  if  any,  would  fall  on  him, 
and  not  <m  the  plaintiff,  his  son,  was  allowed  to  be  proved.] 

Campbell  y.  State,  23  Ala.,  44.  On  an  indictment  of  a  man  for  murder  the 
State  may  cross-examine  defendant's  witness  to  show  details  of  their  intimacy,  as 
proposals  of  marriage  by  either  to  the  other,  particular  visits,  &c.  What  wit- 
nesses have  said  about  the  case,  may  be  proved  on  cross-examination. 

2.  Caitet  nfiowiug  hostility  of  iritnexn  to  party. 

SUiU  v.  AdatnSf  14  La.  An.,  620(1859,  Supreme  Ct.,  opinion  by  VoORHiss,  J.)i 
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Mr,  Porter, — Bat  the  correspundence  on  that  day  is  itself  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  hostility  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Moulton.  Besides,  in  this  letter  from 
Mr.  Beecher,  he  replies  to  the  allegations  made  by  Mr.  Moulton  in  the  letter 

Jad^rment  reversed  because  the  court  below  had  Hhut  out  the  reply  to  the  ques- 
tiou.  put  to  a  witness  for  the  Siaie  on  cross-examioHtiou,  Are  you  not  anxious 
that  deft*ndaut  shall  be  convicted  ? 

AtfPood  V.  Weltoji,  7  Conn.  G(5  (1828,  Opinion  by  Daggett,  J.).  A  witness,  on 
rroBH-examination^may  be  questioned  as  to  iiis  bein^  in  a  controversy  with  the  party 
against  whom  he  testifies,  and  whether  he  has  not  threatened  to  be  revenged  on 
liini.  If  he  should  answer  uifirmativelv,  it  would  show  a  bias.  If  he  should 
answer  in  the  nejrative  ho  niav  be  contradicted. 

Ntitcomb  V.  State.  'M  Mississippi  [8  Georpte],  88:^  (1859.  High  Ct.  of  Err.  and 
App.,  Opinion  by  Handt,  J.).  A  witness  for  defendant  was  asked  on  cross-exami- 
nation, if  she  did  not  say  that  if  accused  did  not  kill  deceased,  she  would  not 
own  him  for  her  son.  She  «.'enied  that  she  had  said  so.  Evidence  to  prove  that 
she  had  made  such  a  statement  was  then  admittivl.  Objection  was  taken  by  the 
tlofense  to  the  question,  to  the  admission  of  the  contradictory  evidence  on  behalf 
of  the  State.     Objection  overruled.     UfUl,  no  error.     Judgment  affirmed. 

Breen  v.  People^  4  Park.  C'r.  ;J80  (1858,  no  opinion  reported.  X.  Y.  Gen.  T., 
Davis,  Clekke,  and  Sutherland,  J  J.).  Larceny.  The  court  below  erred  in 
charging  the  jury  '*  that  the  assault  and  battery  inflicted  on  the  defendant  by  the 
complainant,"  "as  testified  to  by  the  latter,  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  case  of 
the  defendant,  having  occurred  subsequent  to  the  larceny  (if  one  had  been  com- 
niitte«i),  and  that  the  jury  should  dismiHH  it  from  their  consideration  altogether." 
[The  evidence  seems  to  have  been  invoked  to  show  the  motive  of  the  complainant.] 

Titm  V.  Ash,  4  Foster  fN.  H.|  :n9  (1851.  Opinion  by  Pkkley.  J.).  A  quarrel 
between  the  witness  and  the  party  against  whom  he  testifies,  may  be  ))n)ved  tc» 
discredit  the  witness.  The  merits  of  such  quarrel  are  not  material,  but  the  degree 
of  its  violence  is.  If  the  witness  wholly  denies  the  (juarrel,  he  may  be  coiura- 
dicted  ;  ami  if  he  denies  all  that  makes  the  quarrel  material,  he  may  also  be  con- 
tradicted in  this. 

Hixey  v.  Bayse,  4  Leigh,  330  (1833,  Ct.  of  App.,  Va.,  Opinion  by  BuoOKE,  J.). 
While  particular  instances  of  falsehood  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  to  show 
want  of  veracity  of  a  witness  supported  by  testimony  to  his  general  reputation, 
particular  acts  of  JiOHtUity  toward  a  party  may  be  proved.  [Both  questions  were 
involved,  and  for  error  in  refusing  evidence  on  the  last  mentioned,  judgment 
-was  reversed.] 

Crippen  v.  People,  8  Mich.  117(18(50.  Supreme  Ct.,  Opinion  by  Manning,  J.). 
Indictment  for  nuisance. — Held,  competent  to  show  on  cross  examination  that 
the  witness  had  begun  civil  suits  for  the  same  cause,  which  suits  they  suspended 
by  agreement,  and  proceeded  to  get  defendant  indicted.  The  evidence  should 
have  been  admitted  to  show  bias.     Judgment  reversed. 

Long  V.  Lambkin,  9  Cush.  [Mass.]  361  (1852.  Sujireme  Ct., Opinion  by  Fletcher, 
J.).  A  witness  called  to  discredit  another  witness,  may  l)e  asked  whether  he  has 
luid  a  quarrel  with  him. 

Starks  v.  People,  5  Den.  106  (1847,  Opinion  by  Be.vrdsi.ey,  Ch.  J.).  A  party 
may  prove  the  declarations  of  a  witness  called  against  him  which  go  to  show 
hostility  to  him.  [In  this  case  the  declarations  were  made  before  the  alleged 
arson  for  which  defendant  (the  party  impeaching)  was  mdicted.]  It  is  always 
competent  to  show  the  relations  existing  between  the  witness  and  the  one  against 
as  well  as  the  one  for  whom  he  is  called.  A  party  is  not  entitled  to  give  evidence 
of  the  character  of  his  witness  unless  it  is  first  attacked.  It  is  error  to  allow 
proof  of  good  character  for  truth,  merely  because  the  witness  to  be  sustained  had 
had  part  of  his  testimony  contradicted  by  other  witnesses,  and  because  evidence 
that  he  had  made  hostile  declarations  against  the  party  against  whom  he  was 
called  was  adduced  after  he  had  denied  such  declarationf*.  The  general  char- 
acter for  truth  of  a  witness,  hinLsolf  called  only  to  testify  as  to  the  general 
eharcter  of  another,  mav  be  impeached. 

Cook  V.  Carr,  20  Md.  403  (1863,  Ct.  of   App ).    On   appeal   from   Orphan's 
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addressed  to  him,  renews  his  applicatiou,  limits  it,  makes  it  more  specific,  and 
that  reply  by  Mr.  Moulton  I  propose  to  read  as  a  part  of  the  ren  gesUB  in  refer- 
ence to  the  very  papers  in  controversy. 

('ourt.  Tht^  question  was  whether  money  received  by  plaintiff  from  Mrs.  W. 
was  a  gift  or  loan.  She  was  aged  and  iutirni.  There  was  some  evidence  not 
only  of  artifice  but  of  threats  by  phiintiff  in  ohtaining  the  money  from  her. 
Held,  that  unv  evidence  was  udniissibh^  to  disclose  the  real  motives  and  intPD- 
tions  of  each  toward  the  other.  The  rules  as  to  admission  of  evidence  are  lew 
htrict  when  the  circumstances  excite  suspicion  oi'  bud  faith  or  the  taking  of  im- 
proper and  unjusi  advantage.  The  evidence  held  admissible  was  that  Mrs.  \V. 
hubsequently  lo  paying  the  money,  had  an  interview  with  C'o(»k,  whf*n  Cook  said 
it  was  a  gift,  and  she  declan-d  it  was  a  loan,  and  said,  *'  If  I  did  say  I  gave  it  to 
him,  I  only  said  it  to  keep  the  peace."  That  she  cliarged  him  in  his  presence 
with  swindling  her  and  forging  lier  name.     That  he  threatened  her. 

Collin:*  v.  Step/tnmo/i,S  OrtLV  [.Mass.]  4:38  (1 80 7,  Opinion  by  Thom.\8,  J.).  A 
witness  having  been  asked  on  cross-examination,  if  he  had  ever  threatened  re- 
venge cm  plaintiff,  and  having  replied  that  he  had  not. — Held,  that  evidence  that 
he  had  so  threatened  was  competent  and  rightly  admitted. 

Chnpmaii  v.  Coffin,  14  Gray  [Mass.]  454  (1hV»(),  Opinion  by  MEUniCK,  J.).  A 
witness  for  defenchint  testified  on  cross-examination  that  he  had  no  recollection 
of  having  stated  [after  a  ])revir)us  trial  ?]  **  that  lie  had  testified  at  court  on  the 
defendant's  side,  but  "  that  if  called  again  "  he  thought  he  should  testify  on  the 
plaintiff's  side."  livid,  that  the  plaintiff  was  properly  allowed  to  prove  that  the 
witness  had  made  such  a  statement. 

Merrilh  v.  Lnit,  t)  Cow.  G5,  07.  The  fact  of  bad  tenns  between  witness  and 
party  should  be  weighed  by  the  jury. 

Breicer  V.  Crosbi/,  11  Gray  [Mass.]  3J)  (I808.  Supreme  ('t.).  Defendant  was 
asked  on  his  cross-examination  hy  the  plaintiff,  if  he  haii  ever  told  tlie  latter  that 
if  he  (plaintiff*)  prosecuted  him,  he  (defendant)  would  prove  as  bad  a  fellow  as 
report  said  he  was.  Defendant  denied  that  he  had  said  so.  Plaintiff  then  testi- 
fied that  defendant  did  make  the  remark  to  him.  Held,  proper,  to  show  defend- 
ant's temper  and  disposition  as  a  witness. 

Cook  v.  Spiinlding,  52  N.  Y.  GUI  (1878,  No  opinion  reported).  Action  to  restrain 
defendant  from  flowing  hind  by  means  of  a  dam.  plaintiff  claiming  that  defend- 
ant raised  the  water  higher  than  his  deed  entitled  him  to  do.  This  was  denied. 
Plaintiff's  testimony  tended  to  show  that  the  original  grantee,  who  had  a  right 
to  keep  the  dam,  and  flow  the  grounds,  as  then  used,  ami  whose  right  only 
defendant  had  acquired,  had  while  he  owned  the  premises,  raised  the  dam.  No 
proof  was  given  that  imy  other  grantee  had  done  so.  H.,  a  grantt»e  interme- 
diate between  the  original  grantee  and  defendant,  was  called  for  the  latter,  and 
testified  that  while  he  owned,  he  did  not  raise  the  dam.  On  cross-examination,  he 
was  asked  whether  he  had  had  trouble  with  plaintiff  about  raising  the  water, 
which  was  on  objection  excluded.  Held,  no  error;  that  the  witness  had  given  no 
material  evidence,  and  the  ])ropo8ed  evidence  if  designed  to  impeach  him  was 
irrelevant ;  that  the  court  might  have  supposed  that  the  proposed  evi<lence  wis 
intended  as  corroboration  of  plaintiff's  case,  by  showing  that  plaintiff  insisted, 
when  H.  owned,  that  his  (plaintiff's)  rights  were  infringed,  and  in  this  view  the 
evidence  was  incompetent.  If  the  object  was  to  show  hostile  feelings  on  the  part 
of  the  witness  merely  that  should  have  been  clearly  stated,  or  the  form  of  the 
question  should  have  disclosed  that  object. 

McHugh  V.  State,  ;31  Ala.  317  (1858,  Supreme  Ct.,  Opinion  by  Rice,  Ch.  J.). 
A  witness  for  the  prosecution  was  a.sked  on  cross-oxaminati(m,  if  he  entertained 
anv  hostility  to  the  accused.  He  answered  in  the  negative.  He  was  then  asked 
if  lie  had  made  statements  (specifying  them)  which,  if  made,  indicated  hostility 
He  replied  that  he  had  not.  Evidence  was  subsequently  offered  by  the  defense 
to  the  effect  that  he  had  made  such  statements,  but  it  was  rejected.  Hdd^ 
error.     Judgment  reversed. 

Suite  V.  Hamton,  63  No.  Car.  294  (1809.  Supreme  Ct.,  Opinion  by  Rbadb,  J.V 
To  show  the  bias  of  a  state  witness,  the  prisoner  asked  the  witness  if  he  hsd 
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Judge  Neilson. — Those  two  reinainiug  letters  going  to  the  question  of 
sipplication  and  refusal  ? 
Mr.  P(/rter, — Yes,  sir. 

not  himself  been  iu  jail  for  the  same  offense.  He  said  he  had.  He  was  then 
asked  if  the  prisouer  had  not  been  sworn  against  him  before  the  coroner's 
inquest.  He  replied  "  he  did  not  hear  the  prisoner  examined,  but  had  heard 
that  the  prisoner  was  a  witnes:^  and  swore  against  him."  Objected  to  as  hearsay 
and  excluded,     Held,  error. 

NewUtii  V.  HarrU,  (»  N.  Y.  i{45  (1852,  Opinion  by  Watson,  J.).  On  cross- 
examination,  one  of  the  plaintil}'';^  witnesses  was  a.sked  the  following  question  : 
•*  Have  you  t<aid  that  the  defendant  in  this  suit  should  be  beat  if  swearing  could 
doit?"  He  aD8were<l,  "No,  I  have  not  said  so."  The  defendant  afterwards 
called  a  witness  to  contradict  liim,  Imt,  upon  objecticm  by  the  plaintiff^  the  testi- 
mony was  not  allowed.  On  appeal.  Held,  error.  Not  only  the  mere  fact  of  un- 
friendly feelings,  but  evidence  tending  to  show  it  is  admissible. 

State  V.  Fitzhugh,  3  Oregon,  "111  (I8r,7.  Supm.  C't.,  Opinion  by  Boise.  J.). 
Defendant's  counsel  on  cross-examination  asked,  "  Were  you  present  at  a  public 
meeting  called  for  the  purpo  e  ot  hanging  these  ]»risoners  without  a  trial  t' 
The  question  was  excluded  and  exception  taken.  —  Ildd,  that  while  the  (juestion 
might  properly  have  been  admitted  with  the  answer  thereto,  still  it  would  not 
have  shown  that  witness  was  unfrien  lly  if  answered  in  the  atfirmative,  and  its 
rejection  as  irrelevant  was  not  error.  It  is  one  of  those  questions  which  are  iu 
the  discretion  of  the  coun,  &c. 

Rex  V.  Teicin,  cited  2  ram])b.  <>o8.  On  cross-examination  witness  may  be  asked 
if  he  had  not  been  charged  with  crime  aofainst  the  prisoner,  and  if  he  had  not 
threatened  reven>fe.  On  the  first  point  his  answer  must  betaken,  but  as  to  sucli 
words  they  are  material  to  the  cause,  and  may  be  contradicted. 

CointtiDHicenlth  v.  Byron,  14  (iray  [Mass.]  ;U.  On  trial  of  indictment  for 
perjury  defendant  may  show,  that  before  complaint,  he  sued  witneFs  for  tort,  and 
the  witness  was  subsequently  instrumental  in  procuring  this  indictment. 

SttUe  V.  yioiitgoniery,  7  Jones  [Mo. J  oli4  (18.">1>,  Supreme  Ct.,  Opinion  by 
Hk'Hardsok.  J.).  A  witness  called  by  the  State  testified  on  cross-examination 
as  to  his  sentiments  towards  the  accused,  but  the  court  sustained  au  objection  t<» 
a  question  askinjr  the  state  of  witness's  feelings  towards  the  husband  of  the  ac 
cused.  Held,  that  the  admission  of  the  one  parr  of  the  evidence  and  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  other  were  both  correct.     Judirment  affirmed. 

titutey.  Sam,  8  Jones  [Law  No  Car.]  150  (1800,  Supreme  Ct.,  Opinion  by 
Pkauson,  Ch.  J.).  Murder  by  a  negro  slave.  A  witness  for  the  prosecution  was 
asked  on  cross  examination  whether  he  had  not  taken  up  and  whipped  other 
negroes.  Z/<?Z(f,  that  the  exclusion  of  the  evidence  called  for  was  error.  It  is 
<:ompetent  to  show  bias  as  to  the  cause  as  well  as  to  the  party.  [State  v.  Patter- 
soiiy  2  Iredell,  iJ46,  ap])roved.  | 

I^.  Case9  siunring  interest  of  iritnens, 

Moore  v.  Vieie,  4  Wend.  420  (18:30,  Opinion  by  M.vroy,  J.).  Suit  on  a  promis 
scry  note  transterrtHl  to  plaintiff*  after  the  statute  of  limitations  had  attached  and 
after  the  maker  (the  defendant)  had  been  discharged  in  insolvency.  The  payee 
of  the  note  who  transferred  it  to  plaintittWas  the  only  witness  lo  prove  a  new 
promise.  Evidence  was  adduced  to  show  that  the  consideration  of  the  transft^r 
was  to  be  plaintiff  *s  own  note  not  yet  given  at  the  time  of  this  suit  brought. 
There  was  an  agreement,  at  the  time  of  transfer,  that  the  payee  shoul(^  be  the 
witness  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove  the  new  promise.  Held,  that  while  these  facts 
did  not  render  the  witness  incompetent  or  entirely  overthrow  his  credit,  it  was 
error  to  instruct  the  jury  that  it  did  not  affect  or  impair  his  credit. 

Cameron  v.  Montgomery,  V6  Serg.  &  R.  128,  182.  A  witness  may  be  asked  if 
a  party  has  not  bought  his  property  of  him  at  his  instance.  Everything  which 
may  in  the  slightest  degree  affect  the  credit  of  witness  may  be  shown.  The 
exclusion  of  such  evidence  is  fatal. 

Batdnrff  v.  Farmers  Bank,  Gl  Pa.  170  (1869,  Supreme  Ct.,  Opinion  by 
TooMPSON,  Ch.  J.}.  Evidence  was  admitted  to  show  that  a  witness  for  the  plain- 
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Mr.  Beach. — We  (\o  not  deny  the  proposition  that  it  is  entirely  competent 
to  show  hostility,  if  it  can  be  shown,  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Moulton  against  Mr. 
Beecher — ill-feeling,  malice — nor  do  we  deny  the  right,  in  the  language  of  the 

tiff  wart  a  creditor  of  the  firm  sued  jointly  witli  a  person  who  claimed  himself 
not  a  partner.  This  was  to  show  an  interest  in  the  witness  to  have  the  firm 
obligations  saddled  uptm  the  other  defendant. 

People  V.  (hinningJiam.  1  Den.  524  (1845,  Snpreme  Ct., Opinion  by  Jewett,  J.). 
Indictment  for  a  nuisance, — Held,  that  the  fact  that  witnesses  for  the  prosecntion 
liad,  iw  appeared  from  their  testimony,  contributed  funds  to  employ  counsel  to 
usHociate  with  the  public  prosecutor  on  the  trial,  was  not  ground  for  excluding 
or  striking  out  their  testimony,  for  interest.  The  witncss«*s  were  not  interested 
in  the  event  of  that  trial  except  in  feeling,  and  that  could  onlv  affect  their  credi- 
bility. 

Recteft  V.  Synwadn,  10  Mod.  391  (1714.  Coram  Lord  C.  J.  Parker,  afterward 
Lord  Macclesfikld).  Defendant  called  his  son  to  prove  that  the  latter  and 
not  tlie  former  bouirht  the^oods.  By  tlie  C.  J. :  "  He  can  not  be  an  evidence." 
Darnell,  Sergt.:  "  He  can  not  get  nor  lose  by  the  event  of  this  cause  for  what 
is  now  given  in  evidence  can  not  be  given  in  evidence  in  another  action."  By 
the  C.  J.:  "  This  you  have  often  said  and  1  au  often  answered,  If  an  action  be 
bn)ujfht  by  a  commoner  for  his  right  of  common,  shall  another  person  that 
claims  a  right  of  common  upon  the  same  tith*  be  allowed  to  give  evidence?  No; 
and  yet  it  is  certain  that  he  can  neither  get  nor  lose  in  that  cause:  for  the  event 
of  that  cause  will  no  way  determine  his  right.  But  though  he  is  not  interested 
in  that  cause,  ho  is  interested  in  that  question  upon  which  the  cause  depends  ; 
and  that  will  be  a  bias  upon  his  mind.  It  is  not  his  swearing  the  thing  to  be 
true  that  gives  him  any  advantage,  but  it  is  the  thinjrs  beinjy  true  ;  and  the  law 
does  judge  that  it  is  not  proper  to  admit  a  man  to  swear  that  to  be  true  which  it 
is  plainly  his  interest  should  be  true." 

FUi/dv.  WaUaee,lM  (ieorjria,  088  (1861,  Opini«m  by  Lyon.  J.).  Great  lati- 
tude is  to  be  allowed  on  cross-examination,  as  to  questions  tending  to  show  bias 
or  intt'rest.  [The  qunstion  was,  whether  the  witness  did  not  say  he  had  hired  a 
man  to  cut  timber,  the  suit  being  to  recover  for  the  price  of  limber,  in  the  year 
this  timber  was  cut,  and  the  defendant  trying  to  make  out  that  plaintiff  and 
witness  were  partners.] 

4.  Cdse^  shomrig  attempU  to  influence  uitness. 

Martin  v.  Barnes,  7  Wis.  2;^9  (18o9,  Supreme  Ct.,  Opinion  by  Smith,  J.). 
Defendant  had  offered  to  prove  a  bargain  between  plaintiff  and  a  witness,  that 
plaintiff  should  pretend  to  be  sick  from  the  effects  of  the  assault  and  battery 
and  that  tli<«y  should  share  the  damages.  Excluded  apparently  on  the  groond 
that  witness's  attention  had  not  been  called  to  the  proposed  evidence  b<»fore  it 
was  offered.     Jleld,  error.     New  trial. 

Attorney.Geiieral  v.  Hitchcock.  I  Exch.  91;  S.  C,  11  /wr.  478 ;  16  L.  J. 
Excli.  259  (1847,  Pollock,  C.  B.,P.vrkk,  Alderson  and  Rolfe,  B.B.).  In  an 
information  under  the  revenue  laws  a  witness  ajrainst  the  defendant  was  aaked 
on  cross-examination,  whether  he  had  not  stated  tbat  the  otficers  had  offered  him 
a  bribe  to  testify.  The  witness  Uavinjr  denied  this, — Held,  that  evidence  was  not 
receivable  to  show  that  he  had  made  such  a  statement ;  because  it  was  a  col- 
lateral matter.  [Otherwise,  perhaps  if  the  question  was  whether  he  had  said  he 
w(M  bribed  :  and  certainlv  evidence  that  he  actuallv  was  bribed  could  be  ad- 
duced.] 

Morgan  v.  Frees,  15  Barb.  352  (1852,  Opinion  by  Mason.  J.).  Held,  that  it 
is  the  settled  rule  that  a  witness  can  not  be  examined  as  to  a  distinct  collatenl 
fact  for  the  purpo.se  of  impeaching  his  testimony  by  contradicting  him.  But  the 
questions  collateral  to  the  issue  are  mainly  those  in  respect  to  the  particnlars  of 
the  witness's  general  character  or  credit.  A  distinction,  however,  is  made  in 
respect  to  the  ri^lit  to  contradict  the  witness  on  any  fact  relating  to  his  conduct 
in  a  particular  cause  ;  e.  g..  his  promise  that  a  witness  shall  bo  well  paid  for 
testifying  falsely  ;  and  the  witness's  answer  is  not  conclusive,  but  if  a  foondatioo 
be  laid  it  may  be  contradicted  by  other  proof. 
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first  counsel  who  addressed  your  Honor,  to  show  that  there  was  an  active  and 
persevering  hostility  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Moulton  toward  Mr.  Beecher.  The 
question  is  how  is  that  to  be  shown  ?    The  counsel  says,  and  he  assumes  that 

TruU  of  Lord  Stafford,  7  How.  St.  Tr.  1400  (1G80,  Finch,  Lord  High 
Steward).  Dugdale  having  given  Ui.s  lestiniouy  against  Lord  Siafford,  his  lord 
ship  was  allowed  to  provt*  that  Dug<lale  had  endeavored  to  persuade  people  t<i 
swear  falnelv  airninal  Lord  Stafford,  ahd  had  offered  them  monev  to  induce  them 
«>  todo.  Tliis  was  done  by  calling  the  persons  alleged  to  have  been  so  attempted 
to  bt?  persuaded.  • 

Folsom  v.  Brawn,  5  Foster  [N.  11]  114  (1852,  Opinion  by  Eastman,  J.).  The 
ttfstimony  of  the  witness  (VV.)  was  properly* admitled,  to  contradict  the  former 
witness,  who  denied  that  he  had  attempted  to  tamper  with  the  witness  (W.). 
The  temper  and  fet^lin^s  of  a  witness  toward  a  party  are  proper  subjects  of 
inquiry,  and,  it  he  denies  hostility,  he  may  be  contradicted. 

CooUy  V.  Norton,  4  C'lish.,  93.  Proof  of  attempt  to  bribe  in  another  and  dis- 
tinct controversy,  not  competent  to  impeach  witness  who  has  denied  that  he  has 
bias. 

HarrU  v.  Tippet,  2  Campb.  637  (K.  B.,  N.  P.,  1811,  Lawrbnoe,  J.).  A  wit- 
ness for  defendant  was  asked,  on  cross  examination,  if  he  had  not  attempted  to 
diflsuade  one  of  plaint iflTs  witnesses  from  attending.  He  said,  positively,  no. — 
Held,  that  the  other  witness  could  not  be  called  to  contradict  him.  Defendant 
must  take  his  answer.  « 

Touny  v.  Slanijhtcrford,  11  Mod.  228  (Q.  B.,  1710,  trial  at  bar,  Hoi.T,  C.  J.).  In 
ibis  ca-se  a  witness  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  he  had  taken  money.  HoLT, 
C.  J.  says:  **  Suppose  he  had  taken  money?  That  is  no  reason  why  his  testi- 
mony sluill  nor  be  taken.  But  if  it  be  proved  tlie  jury  may  give  the  less  credit 
to  his  evidence." 

State  V.  Oage.  17  N.  H.  373  (184.">).  On  trial  of  indictment,  it  is  not  competent 
for  defendant  to  piove  by  other  witnecses  that  a  witness  for  the  prosecution  had 
made  offers  to  defendant  to  settle  with  him  and  not  prosecute,  if  defendant 
would  pay  him  a  certain  sum  of  money.  [Ciiing  11  Wend.  19  ;  2  Camp.  687.] 
It  is  conceded  that  hostility  of  a  witness  may  be  proved  by  any  competent  evi- 
dence ;  but  particular  facts  of  such  nature  as  to  create  the  supposed  hostility  or 
induce  susfiicion  of  its  existence,  can  not  be  proved  except  as  tliey  may  be  drawn 
from  the  witness  by  cross-examination,  in  the  offer  in  this  case,  the  evidence 
tend»^  to  sliow  that  the  alleged  sordid  motives  were  removed  at  the  time  of 
t«8tifyin^. 

The Peoplex.  Oennng,\\  Wend.  18 (Supreme Ct.,1833,Opinion  by  Sutherland, 
J.).  Indictment. for  false  pretenses  in  obtaining  si^rnatureof  one  Conly.  Defend- 
ant, on  cross-examination  of  Conly,  the  prosecutor,  who  was  the  principal  witness 
for  the  prosecution,  offered  to  prove  by  him  that  he  had  frequently,  during  the 
prenent  session  of  court,  offered  to  prisoner,  that  if  he  would  settle  the  subject 
matter  of  the  indictment,  witness  would  leave  court,  and  would  not  appear.  It 
did  not  appear  that  Conly  had  been  damnified  by  tbe  signature  obtained. — Held, 
properly  excluded.  It  could  legitimately  have  had  no  influence  with  the  jury. 
It  did  not  tend  in  the  slightest  degree  to  impeach  witness'  testimony,  or  show  his 
n&rration  untrue.  Improper  endeavors  to  compromise  the  prosecution  did  not 
impeach  the  prosecutor's  positive  testimonv  to  the  fraud. 

Eliiood  V.  WeMei-n  Unvtn  Tel.  Co..  45  N.  Y.  549  (1H71,  Opinion  by  Rapallo.  J.). 
Plaintiff  sued  for  damages  sustained  in  paying  $10,000  on  the  faith  of  a  false 
message  negligently  sent  by  defendants.  Plaintiff  having  shown  that  he  had 
receivetl  the  message  from  the  telegraph  office  at  the  place  of  destination,  the 
operators  at  the  station  where  it,  in  the  course  of  business,  must  have  come  from 
testified  that  no  such  message  was  sent.  [It  was  suggested  that  the  wire  interme- 
diate was  cut.l  It  was  argued  that  the  receipt  of  the  message  merely  raised  a 
presnmption  that  it  had  been  sent,  and  that  this  presumption  must  be  regarded 
M  overcome  by  the  positive  testimony  to  the  contrary.  The  telegraph  operators 
havincr  a  motive  to  induce  them  to  tesiifv  as  th^^v  did, — Held,  that  it  was  for  the 
Jury   til  pass  upon  the  weight  due  their  statements.     [It  seems,  too,  that   the 
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is  an  unestablished  proposition,  which  I  deny,  that  he  can  show  it  by  proving 
conversations,  the  details  of  quarrels,  the  details  of  litigations,  if  yoa  please, 
or  any  other  declarations  upon  any  subject  as  between  the  two  parties.  I 
assert,  sir,  that  the  settled  doctrine  of  the  law  is  that,  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  that  condition  of  feeling  between  assumed  parties,  you  can  not  gire 
the  details  of  transactions  between  them  from  which  that  hostility  may  be 
inferred;  that  you  can  only  ask  in  regard  to  the  actual  state  of  feeling,  or  to 
acts  upon  the  part  of  the  witness  which  go  to  indicate  a  hostile  sentiment. 
Now,  this  letter  which  is  propose^  to  be  introduced — Aug.  4,  of  Mr.  Beecher's 
— ^if  your  Honor  will  look  at  it,  you  will  see  that  there  is  an  expression  in  the 
last  part  of  it  of  reproach,  of  indignation,  if  you  please,  against  Mr.  Moulton, 
for  refusing  these  originals  or  these  copies,  as  the  case  may  be.  U]>on  what 
principle  is  that  received  ?  The  fact  of  refusal  is  already  established,  and,  so 
far  as  that  is  proper  or  improper,  so  far  as  it  is  indicative  of  any  ill-sentiment 
on  the  part  of  Mr.  Moulton  towards  Mr.  Beecher,  why  your  Honor  will  sec  it, 
and  the  jury  may  consider  it,  but  expressions  of  resentment  or  anger,  condem- 
nation on  the  part  of  Mr.  Beecher,  are  not  to  be  received  as  evidence  of  that 
condition  of  feeling  as  between  the  parties.  It  is  enough  that  the  parties 
admit  or  deny  that  the  feeling  exists.  I  wish  your  Honor  would  look  at  this 
proposed  letter. 

Judge  Xeilbon. — It  is  not  necessary.  I  think  the  correspondence  already 
in  clearly  amounts  to  an  application  for  papers  or  copies,  and  a  refusal;  that 
covers  that  |)art  of  it. 

Mr.  Ecarts, — Now,  if  you  leave  it  there  it  will  stand  upon  this  letter;  but 
that  was  not  the  end  of  the  application.  Mr.  Beecher  renews  and  enforces 
his  applications,  and  is  met  with  persistent  resistance. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  not  necessary.  It  is  sufficient  that  an  applicati(»i 
was  made. 

Mr.  Etarta. — Have  we  not  a  right,  if  your  Honor  please,  to  show  what 
applications  we  made,  and  how  they  w^ere  refused  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Here  is  the  application  made. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — We  can  show  one  application  made  in  a  certain  matter.     If 
that  were  the  end  of  the  matter,  very  well ;  but  we  persist  in  our  application, 
and  then  we  are  met  in  the  manner  that  we  arc  met.     It  is  not  a  repetition  of 
the  responses  as  before.     Our  application  is,  in  the  shape  presented  to  him, 
an  earnest  of  our  necessity  and  of  justice,  and  replied  to  by  him  in  the  manner 
that  he  is  replied  to,  and  we  offer  that  evidence  as  in  itself  the  most  direct 
and  most  trustworthy  evidence  of  the  hostility  of  this  witness  at  that  stage  of 
the  matter — not  by  any  general  state  of  feeling,  but  by  an  espoused  side,  and 
by  the  maintenance  of  the  opposing  litigation  from  that  time  forward,  and 
those  letters  are  the  evidence  of  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  we  have  sufficient  of  the  correspondence.  I 
rule  out  this  letter. 

operators'  testimony  was  not  unequivocal.]  **  It  is  undoubtedly  the  general  nile 
that  where  unimpeached  witnesses  testify  distinctly  and  positively  to  a  fact,  and 
lire  uncontradicted,  their  testimony  should  be  creJited,  and  have  the  effect  of 
overcoming  a  mere  presumption.     But  tbe  rule  is  subject  to  mauy  qualificatiooi. 
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Mr.  Ei'arts, — Your  Honor  Will  note  our  exception. 

JuDCiE  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Porter. — I  offer  first  this  letter  from  Mr.  Moulton  to  Mr.  Beecher  on 
the  4th  of  August,  1874,  renowing  and  limiting  his  application  for  the  papers, 
and  stating  the  specific  grounds  on  which  he  claims  them.  Your  Honor 
excludes  it,  and  wo  except. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr^  Porter, — I  offer,  then,  the  letter  from  Mr.  Moulton  in  reply,  on  the  fol- 
lowing day,  in  which  he  declines  the  proposition,  and  states  the  specific 
grounds  on  whidi  he  declines.  We  except  to  your  Honor's  exclusion  of  the 
letters.  [To  witness.]  It  was  not  imtil  you  received  the  answer  on  the  4th 
of  August  to  your  letter  of  that  day  that  your  friendly  relations  with  Mr. 
Beecher  terminated  ?    A.  Not  until  that  time. 

Q.  And  that  letter  was  the  commencement  of  their  termination  ?  A.  One 
of  the  false  statements  in  the  letter  was. 

Judge  Neilsox.— I  strike  out  the  expression  ** false  statements." 

Mr.  Porter. — I  do  not  object  to  it.  I  renew  the  offer  now,  that  I  have 
proved  that  this  letter  was  the  occasion  of  the  termination  of  their  relations. 
I  now  offer  to  read  it,  that  your  Honor  may  see,  and  that  the  jury  may  know. 

Judge  Neilsox. — It  is  suflScient  that  they  did  terminate  friendly  re- 
lations.    We  have  sufficient  evidence. 

Mr,  Ecarts. — Ho^  is  that  proved,  if  your  Honor  excludes  the  letter  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton, — Bv  the  answer  of  the  witness. 

Mr,  Etarts. — How  is  the  form  and  manner  and  degree  of  the  hostility 
proved  except  by  the  expressions  ? 

Judge  Xeilson. — He  has  stated  the  fact  that  those  relations  terminated 
lit  that  time. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — We  are  not  obliged  to  take  his  answer,  if  your  Honor  please. 

Q.  After  that  did  you  ever  enter  the  house  of  Henry  Ward  B'OfhT ?  A. 
After  August  4  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  ever  enter  yours  ?    A.  I  don't  think  he  has,  sir. 

Q.  BefortJ  the  30th  of  December,  1870,  did  you  ever  enter  his  house  ?  A. 
I  may  have  gone  there  with  my  partner  on  a  New  Year*s  day  to  make  a  call. 

<J.  Do  you  remember  that  you  ever  did  before  that  date  ?  A.  I  don't  dis- 
tinctly remember  that  I  did. 

Q.  Did  he  ever  enter  your  house  to  your  knowledge  before  that  date  ?  A. 
I  don^t  think  he  did. 

Q.  As  I  understand  you,  the  inception  of  your  friendship  for  Mr.  Beecher 
was  on  that  stormy  night  when,  as  you  claim,  you  learned  that  he  had  de- 
bauched the  wife  of  your  most  intimate  friend  ?  A.  It  was  not  previous  to 
that. 

Q.  And  its  termination  was  at  the  time  you  refused  to  allow  him  access  to 
the  papers  upon  which  he  relied  for  the  vindication  of  that  charge  ?  A. 
Tea,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  the  inception  of  your  friendship  for  Theodore  Tilton  ?  A. 
Jf  J  early  acqunintance  with  him,  sir. 
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Q.  In  what  year  did  you  become  acquainted  with  him?    A.  in  1860,1 
think— 1849  or  1850. 

Q.  Where  ?     A.  At  the  New  York  Free  Academy. 

Q.  What  academy  ?    A.  The  New  York  Free  Academy. 

Q.  Were  you  with  him  at  any  other  institution  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  were  you  to^^ether  there  ?     A.  Till  1854,  I  think. 

Q.  Were  you  chss-raates  ?     A.  Part  of  the  time. 

Q.  Were  you  then  on  terms  of  the  closest  intimacy  ?     A.  I  was  intimate 
with  him,  friendly  with  him;  he  was  my  friend. 

Q.  Did  he  do  you  favors  there  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  he  did  mc 
favors. 

Q.  Nor  any  favor  ?    A.  I  don't  know  that  he  did,  any  more  than  one 
student — 

Q.  You  received  a  prize  at  that  institution  on  one  occasion,  did  yon  not  t 
A.  I  think  so;  yes,  sir,  I  believe  I  did. 

Q.  Was  he  a  competitor  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  he  was. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  he  withdrew  from  competition  in  order  to  enable 
you  to  get  that  prize  ?     A.  No,  sir;  I  don't.       » 

Q.  Nor  that  he  did  it  at  your  request  ?    No,  sir. 

Q.  Who  left  the  Academy  first,  you  or  he  ?    A.  I  think  he  did. 

Q.  Where  did  he  go  ?     A.  I  believe  ho  went  into  business  as  a  reporter,  or 
went  into  some  newspaper  office. 

Q.  When  did  he  leave  the  Academy  ?     A.  In  1854. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  after  that  ?     A.  On  August  17,  1854, 1  went  with 
Woodruff  &  Kobinson,  as  a  boy  in  their  office. 

Q.  You  remained  with  them  in  that  capacity  how  long  ?    A.  I  think  six 
or  seven  years. 

Q.  During  that  time  did  you  from  time  to  time  see  Theodore  Tilton  ?    A. 
From  1854  to  1861  do  you  mean  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Your  kindly  relations  continued  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  they  were  kindly. 

Q.  Were  you  then  living  in  New  York  or  in  Brooklyn  ?     A.  I  lived  in 
New  York,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  remove  to  Brooklyn  ?    A.  I  think  it  was  in  1862  or 
1863,  somewhere  along  there — 1863. 

Q.  At  that  time  had  you  become  a  clerk  in  the  office  with  the  firm  f     A 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  first  acquire  an  interest  in  the  firm  ?    A.  I  think  it  WM 
in  1861. 

Q.  When  did  you  and  Mr.  Tilton  come  to  meet  more  frequently  ?    A.  Wa 
cime  to  meet  more  frequently  after  I  came  to  Brooklyn. 

Q.  When  was  it?     A.  In  1863,  I  think. 

Q.  Was  he  residing  here  at  that  time  ?  A.  He  was  residing  in  Brookljm, 
I  believe. 

Q.  From  that  time  were  you  quite  intimate  with  him  ?  A.  Well,  §if,  I 
didn't  have  time  to  be  very  intimate  with  anybody;  I  was  friendly.  Ididnt 
visit  his  house  very  frequently  at  that  time;  I  didn't  visit  anywhere. 


Jan.  18,  1875.]  CROSS-EXAMINATION.  407 

Q.  When  did  yoa  be^^  to  yisit  at  bis  house  f    A.  I  think  in  1868  or  1867, 
somewhere  along  there. 

Q.  When  did  he  begin  to  visit  yours  ?  A.  About  that  time  when  I  moved 
into  Clinton-streot ;  when  we  became  near  r  neighbors. 

Q.  Were  your  families  intimate  ?    A.  They  were  never  very  intimate;  no, 
sir. 

Q.  Your  intimacy  with  Mr.  Tilton  was  much  greater  than  with  Mrs.  Til- 
ton,  of  course  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  first   become  his  banker  ?    A.  He  deposited  money 
with  Woodruff  &  Robinson  in  the  beginning  of  1871,  if  I  recollect  correctly. 

Q.  Were  they  engaged  in  business  as  bankers  ?  A.  No,  sir;  he  deposited 
money  with  Woodruff  &  Robinson — ^he  wanted  me  to  take  it  for  him. 

Q.  In  1871  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  that  the  first  occasicm  on  which  your  firm  had  been  his  banker  t 
A.  I  think  he  never  had  any  money  with  us  before  that,  sir. 

Q.  Had  you  ever  lent  him  money  before  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Never  ?     \.  Never  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  Had  you  6ver  engaged  in  any  enterprise  with  him  before  that  ?  A. 
Not  that  I  now  remember,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  say  that  you  had  not  ?  A.  I  think  I  could  say  so  truth- 
folly,  sir. 

Q.  You  had  before  that  been  in  the  habit  of  visiting  him  frequently  t  A. 
I  bad  been  at  his  house  quite  frequently ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  he  at  yours  quite  frequently  ?    A.  He  had  been  there;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  often  sleep  at  your  house  ?  A.I  don't  think  he  did  ever  sleep 
there. 

Q.  Never  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  he  ever  stayed  all  night. 

Q  Did  he  often  take  meals  at  your  house  ?  A.  He  did  take  meals  there 
quite  often. 

Q.  Bieakfast?    A.  Sometimes. 

Q.  Frequently  ?    A.  I  think  not. 

Q.  Dinner?    A.  Dinner. 

Q.  Freqently  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  ever  take  his  meals  at  your  house  day  after  day  ?  A.  I  don't 
remember  that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  taking  them  there,  day  after  day ; 
no,  sir. 

Q.  I  did  not  inquire  if  it  was  his  habit;  I  asked  you  if  he  ever  did  ?  A.  He 
used  to  come  for  several  days  in  succession ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  it  the  subject  of  complaint  by  Mrs.  Tilton  ?  A.  I  never  heard  of 
it,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  ever  at  his  house  over  night?  A.  Never  that  I  remem- 
ber, sir. 

Q.  Had  you  any  pecuniary  transaction  with  him  prior  to  1871  ?    A.  No,  sjr. 

Q.  Did  you  afterward?  A.  Yes,  sir;  after  the  date  of  this  |4,000  you 
mean? 

Q.  When  first  did  you  have  any  pecuniary  tninsactions  with  him  ?    A. 

The  first  was  the  $4,000— tlie  deposit  of  the  |4,000  with  the  concern. 
I.  -83 
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Q.  What  time  was  that  in  1871  ?    A.  It  was  in  the  beginning  of  1871;  in 
January,  I  think. 

Q.  That  was  at  hi«  instance  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Not  at  your  suggestion  ?     A.  I  don't  tiiink  it  was. 

Q.  Was  it  for  any  s[)'?cial  purpose  ?     A.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  Did  it  have  any  connection  with  any  newspaper  transaction  ?  A.  Not 
at  the  time  it  was  made — not  at  the  time  it  was  deposited. 

Q.  Did  he  draw  checks  against  it  ?  A.  He  drew  it  out  from  time  to  time, 
by  drafts,  I  think;  I  d(m't  remember  now  how  Jie  drew  it  out,  whether  ho 
went  to  get  the  currency  for  it  or  drafts;  I  don't  know  now;  I  don't  remem- 
ber, now.  [The  witness  was  then  requested  to  procure  and  bring  a  copy  of 
the  account.] 
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Francis  D.  Moulton  recalled.     Cross-examination  continued. 

Mr,  Porter,  — You  have  mentioned  that  Mr.  Beecher  was  in  the  habit  of 
being  at  your  house  sometimes  as  often  as  twice  a  day  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Which  did  you  see  most  frequently,  Mr.  Til  ton  or  Mr.  Beecher,  during 
the  years  of  your  intimacy  ?  A.  I  sh<mld  say  I  saw  one  about  as  much  as  the 
other.  When  Mr.  Beecher  was  in  town,  I  saw  him  almost  us  frequently  as  I 
did  Mr.  Tilton — perhaps  more  frequently  Mr.  Tilton  than  Mr.  Beecher,  air. 

Q.  Which  was  most  at  your  house  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton  was  more  frequently 
at  my  house,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  in  the  habit  of  traveling  together  at  times  ?  A.  We  had 
made  excursions  into  the  country,  sir,  during  vacarion  time,  together.  I  don't 
remember  any  other  traveling  we  did  together. 

Q.  Excursions  of  what  duration?  A.  Well,  we  went  fishing  together 
sometimes,  perhaps  for  a  week. 

Q.  Frequently  ?    A.  Not  very  frequently ;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Every  summer  ?    A.  No,  sir;  not  every  summer. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  visit  watering-places  together  ?  A.  Yes ;  I  have  been  at 
Narragansett  with  Mr.  Tiltcm. 

Q.  Through  how  many  years  was  this  habit  of  intercourse  in  vacations  ex- 
tended ?     A.  I  think  the  first  time  that  I  went  to  Narragansett  with  Mr.  Tilton 
was  in  18G8,  and  we  may  have  gone  together  in  1869.     I  do  not  think  to  ex 
ceed  three  times — three  seasons  in  all,  sir — fishing. 

Q.  Did  you  travel  elsewhere  with  him  at  any  time  ?  A.  I  don't  remember 
now,  sir,  that  I  did. 

Q.  Were  you  West  together  at  any  time  ?    A.  Out  West  ? 

Q.  Were  you  at  the  West  together  at  any  time  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  re- 
member that  I  ever  went  West  with  him. 

Q.  Did  you  meet  him  at  the  West  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  think  not. 

Q.  Were  you  at  Washington  together  at  any  time  ?    A,  No,  sir ;  I  think  not 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Tilton  ever  go  to  Washington  for  you  ?  A.  No,  air;  I  think 
not. 


Jan.  19,  1875.]  OROSS-EXAMINATTOS.  m 

Q.  Where  else  were  yoa  in  the  habit  of  meetinjr  Mr.  TUton  besides  your 
own  house  ?  A.  Well,  sir,  he  generally  came  to  my  house,  and  at  The  Golden 
Age  office.    I  used  to  go  to  The  Golden  Age  office  to  see  him,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  frequently  there  ?  A.  Yes,  I  used  to  go  there  pretty  fre- 
quently during  the  first  year  of  The  Golden  Age, 

Q.  And  afterwards?  A.  While  he  was  editor,  sir,  I  was  frequently  at 
The  Golden  Age  office :  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  associated  in  any  matters  connected  with  woman's  rights  ? 
A.  I  was  in  sympathy,  sir,  with  the  woman's  right's  movement,  as  was  Mr. 
Tilton. 

Q.  Did  you  meet  at  conventions  or  assemblages  in  tliat  regard  ?  A.  I  do 
not  remember,  sir,  that  I  was  ever  in  a  woman's  rights  convention  with  Mr. 
Tilton.     Yes,  I  was  once — in  Newport,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  go  together  ?    A.  I  think  we  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  meet  him  in  Richmond?  A.  In  Richmond?  I  think 
not,  sir;  no. 

Q.  Passing  over  thone  matters  which  relate  to  the  account,  I  desire  to  ask 
Tou  two  or  three  questions  as  to  the  general  result.  You  acted  as  his  attor- 
ney in  the  matter  with  Mr.  Bowcn  ?  A.  I  went  down  to  see  Mr.  Bowen, 
taking  a  letter  of  authorization  from  Mr.  Tilton  to  Mr.  Bowen,  to  settle  his 
accounts  with  him. 

Q.  Then  you  did  act  as  his  attorney  ?  A.. If  that  be  an  attorneyship,  sir. 
I  think  the  letter  of  authorization  is  quoted  in  my  statement. 

Q.  Yes,  I  think  it  is.  Have  you  the  original  here  ?  I  think,  sir,  I  have, 
if  it  is  in  my  statement.  It  has  been  among  my  papers,  and  unquestionably 
18  now. 

Mr.  EvartB. — Have  you  that,  Mr.  FuUerton  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton, — No. 

The  Witnese.^^lt  is  among  my  papers,  Mr.  Evarts. 

Mr,  Etarte. — Who  has  charge  of  your  papers  ? 

The  Witnesi. — I  gave  them  to  Mr.  Morris — Morris  and  Pearsall. 

[Here  occurred  some  conversation  while  in  search  of  a  paper.] 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Those  that  we  introduced  are  arranged  in  envelopes;  if 
this  paper  is  deemed  of  importance,  I  suggest  to  the  other  side  that  they  use 
the  printed  copy,  and  we  will  subsitute  the  original  whenever  it  is  found. 

Mr.  Porter.'-Yon  say  you  remember  the  terms  of  this  instrument;  well,  I 

can  read  it  just  as  it  is.     [Reading.] 

"  Brookltn,  Jan.  2d,  1871. 
"  Mr.  H.  C.  Bowen, 

'*  Sir  : — I  hereby  authorize  Mr.  Francis  D.  Moulton  to  act  in  my  behalf  in  full 
aettlement  with  yon  of  all  my  accounts  growing  out  of  my  contracts  for  services 
to  The  Independent  and  7'he  Brooklyn  Daily  Union.  Thko.  Tilton." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  D,  4.  "J 

Q.  That  was  the  day  after  he  received  the  formal  notice  of  dismissal  ?  A. 
It  was  two  days  after  he  received  it. 

Q.  Acting  under  that  you  secured  how  much  for  Mr.  Tilton  from  Mr« 
Bowen? 

Mr,  Beach. — We  object  to  that,  sir. 
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Mr.  Porter, — On  what  ground  ? 

Mr,  Beach, — That  it  is  totally  immaterial. 

Judge  Neilbox. — It  is  immaterial,  except  as  it  shows  friendly  service  on 
the  part  of  the  witness. 

Mr,  Morrin. — The  amount  does  not. 

Judge  Neilpox. — Well,  if  it  is  a  large  amount  it  is  a  large  service.    I 
think  it  well  enough  to  take  it. 

Mr,  Beach. — If  your  Honor  will  be  kind  enoujjh  to  note  our  exception  ? 

Q.  About  what  amount  ?    A.  The  account  under  the  contract  was  finally 
settled  by  arbitration,  and  $7,000 

Mr,  Bench. — The  questicm  was  what  you  secured,  not  what  was  settled  by 
arbitration. 

Judge  NsniSox. — He  means  to  say  secured  in  that.  way. 

Q.  What  amount  in  all  did  you  receive  from  Mr.  Beecher?  A.  What 
amount  in  all  did  I  receive  from  who  f 

Q.  From  Mr.  Beerher  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — For  whfft  purpose  ? 

Mr,  Porter. — For  anv  purpose. 

Mr,  Bench, — Well,  I  object  to  that — what  amount  he  received  from  Mr. 
Beecher  for  any  pur]jose. 

Judge  Neilsox. — Well,  for  the  purposes  he  mentioned. 

Mr.  Porttr. — Did  you  ever  receive  anything  from  Mr.  Beecher  except  for 
the  purposes  you  mentioned  ?  A.  For  the  tuition  of  Bessie  Turner  and  for 
the  purpose  of  assisting  Mr.  Tilton ;  for  no  other  purpose — and  his  family. 

Q.  What  amount  in  all  did  you  receive  from  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  have  not 
the  fiirures  with  me  to  state  the  exact  amount  that  I  received.  There  was 
$5,000  in  one  amount  that  1  received  from  Mr.  Beecher,  That  was  received, 
I  believe.  May  2d,  1873 ;  and  the  other  amounts  were  received  from  about 
June,  1873,  down  to  May,  1873 — various  sums. 

Q.  Have  you  no  idea  of  about  the  aggregate  ?  A. .  I  don^t  remember, 
sir. 

Mr.  i?^rt<?//.— June,  1878,  to  May,  1873?  A.  No,  sir;  not  June,  1873; 
June,  1871,  I  meant.     Somewhere  between  $6,000  and  $7,000. 

Q.  In  all?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Porter. — Have  you  ever  been  on  friendly  terms  with  Mrs.  Qeecher? 
A.  I  think  I  have  met  her  three  or  four  times;  that  is  all,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  visit  her  ?    A.  I  never  did  visit  her. 

Q.  Your  intercourse  with  her  has  been  very  slight,  I  think  ?  A.  Very 
slight;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  ever  on  friendly  terms  with  Mrs.  Morse,  the  mother  of  Mrs. 
Tilton  ?  A.  I  have  met  Mrs.  Morse  several  times;  very  pleasantly  when  I 
have  met  her,  sir. 

Q.  Were  your  relations  those  of  friends  ?  A.  We  were  not  unfriendly. 
There  was  no  particular  friendship,  I  think — ^what  could  be  called  friendship. 

Q.  Mere  acquaintance  ?    A.  Acquaintance. 

Q.  Where  did  you  meet  her  ?  A.  I  think  I  have  met  her  at  Mr.  Til  ton's 
house,  and,  I  believe,  once  in  Schermerhom-street 
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Q.  You  mean  you  met  her  in  the  street  ?  A.  No,  sir;  in  the  bouse,  while 
she  was  living  at  Schermerhom-street. 

Mr.  Efiartn. — ^In  her  own  house?  A.  She  was  living  in  a  house  in  Scher- 
merhom-street;  yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Porter. — Did  you  go  there  to  see  her  ?  A.  I  went  there  to  see  her; 
yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  that  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  what  year  that  was. 

Q.  I  would  like  the  time,  as  near  as  you  can  fix  it  ?  A.  I  will  try  and  fix 
it  before  I  get  through  with  my  testimony. 

Q.  Very  well.  You  know  Mrs.  Hooker?  A.  I  have  met  Mrs.  Hooker  two 
or  three  times,  sir. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.  I  met  her  once  in  Richmond,  and  then  I  have 

Q.  On  what  occasion  ?  A.  She  was  there  and  addressed  a  Woman's 
Rights  meeting — a  Woman's  Suffrage  meeting  in  Richmond,  in  1871. 

Q.  Did  you  take  any  part  in  the  meeting  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  time  in  1871  ?    A.  I  think  it  wa;?  in  March,  1871. 

Q.  Do  y«m  remember  the  particular  day  of  March  ?    A.  I  really  do  not,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  your  part  in  the  meeting  ?  A.  I  either  introduced  Mrs. 
Hooker  or  Mrs.  Paulina  Wright  Davis  to  tlie  audience,  up<m  the  solicitation, 
I  think,  of  Mrs.  Hooker  or  of  Mrs.  Paulina  Wriglit  Davis;  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  You  were  not  the  presiding  officer?  A.  I  was  not  the  presiding 
officer,  no. 

Q.  And  did  not  at  any  time  preside  ?  A.  No,  I  did  not  preside.  They 
were  there  alone,  unattended,  and  they  desired  me  to  introduce  them. 

Q.  You  did  not  go  with  them  ?    A.  I  did  not,  sir. 

Q.  Nor  with  either  of  tliem  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Nor  with  any  other  lady  ?  A.  With  my  wife  and  a  friend,  Mrs.  Sarah 
Sutherland  Eddy  and  her  daughter. 

Q.  I  did  not  hear.  A.  Mrs.  Sarah  Sutherland  Eddy  and  her  daughter, 
and  my  wife  and  son. 

Q.  Were  they  delegates  to  the  convention  ?    A.  They  were  not,  sir. 

Q.  This  is  the  extent  of  your  intercourse — acquaintance  with  Mrs.  Hooker  ? 
A.  Yes;  I  think  that  is  about  the  extent  of  it. 

Q.  Had  you  any  interview  with  her  in  the  year  1874  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  mentioned  something  in  relation  to  Mrs.  Beecher  in  connection 
with  an  inquiry  as  to  whether  the  family  difficulties  were  alluded  to  in  one 
of  your  interviews  at  the  house.  Will  you  at  this  point  state  what  was  said 
in  regard  to  her  ?    A.  I  mentioned  what,  sir  ? 

Q.  On  Judge  Fullerton's  examination  you  mentioned  that  something  was 
said  of  Mrs.  Beecher  in  connection  with  the  family  difficulties  at  one  of  your 
interviews  at  Mr.  Beecher's  house.  Will  you  state  what  was  said  on  that 
subject  ?  A.  I  think  on  the  evening  of  December  iJlst,  when  I  went  to  Mr. 
Beecher's  house,  I  said  to  him,  **I  understand  that  Mrs.  Beecher  is  saying — is 
repeating  stories  against  Mr.  Tilton.  Now,  such  stories  ought  to  be  stopped ; 
they  only  tend  to  incense."  And  he  said  to  me  that  Mrs.  Beecher  knew  Mrs. 
Morse  was  a  dangerous  woman — or  that  is  the  substance  of  what  lie  said — and 
yet  her  enmity  to  Theodore  Tilton  induced  her  to  listen,  or  might  induce  Iu.t 


502  TEt<TIMO]^Y    OF    F.     D,     MOULT  OX.  [11  111  Bar. 

to  listen,  to  Mrs  Morse;  but  he  would  try  to  control  that.     That  is  as  near  as 
I  can  renieniber. 

Q.  "VViis  the  niune  of  any  person  connected  with  those  stories  meniioned, 
except  the  name  of  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.«  Not,  I  think,  at  that  interview,  sir. 
There  may  have  bj-en  at  that  interview. 

Q.  Did  you  state  whnt  was  the  nature  of  the  stories  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I 
did,  sir;  I  don't  remember  now  that  I  did. 

Q.  D<»  you  remember  whether  you  did  or  did  not  ?  A.  Whether  I  stated 
tlie  nature  of  the  stories  that  Mr.  Beecherwas  repeating — ^is  that  the  question? 

Q.  3Iy  question  is,  whether  you  remember  either  that  you  did  or  that  you 
did  not  ?  A.  Well,  will  you  state,  then,  the  question  exactly,  so  that  I  can 
understand  it;  let  me  say  what  I  mean. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  you  did  or  did  not  refer  to  the  nature  of 
those  8tories  ?    A.  My  impression  is  that  I  did. 

Q.  You  don't  remember  in  what  terms  ?  A.  I  do  not  remember  the  terms; 
no,  sir,  just  at  the  present  moment. 

Q.  While  you  were  acting  as  the  mutual  friend  of  these  parties,  Mr. 
Beecher  very  generally  acted  upon  your  advice,  didn't  he  ?  A.  He  sometimea 
did,  sir. 

Q.  My  question  was  whether  he  did  very  generally  ?  A.  I  should  say  that 
he  (lid  very  generally. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Tilton  quite  frequently  act  contrary  to  your  advice  ?  A.  Yea, 
sir;  he  did  sometimes  act  contrary  to  my  advice. 

Q.  You  disapproved  of  his  sending  to  Mr.  Beecher  by  the  hand  of  Mr. 
Bowcn  the  letter  requiring  him  to  resign  and  leave  town,  and  so  told  him,  did 
you  not  ?    A.  Without  the  signature  of  Mr.  Bowen  I  disapproved  of  it. 

Q.  It  was  only  of  that  omission  that  you  disapproved  ?  A.  That  is  all  that 
I  remember  having  disapproved. 

Q.  When  was  the  letter  to  Mr.  Bowen  written— on  what  day  t  A.  On 
December  26th,  1  believe,  sir,  1870. 

Q.  It  purports  to  bear  date  on  the  first  of  January,  '71 ;  when  was  it  in 
fact 

Mr,  Morris. — No,  no;  you  are  mistaken;  26th  December. 

Mr,  Porter, — You  and  I  arc  referring  to  two  different  letters.  [To  the 
witness.]  When  was  the  letter  purporting  to  bear  date  January  Ist,  1871, 
written  ?  A.  The  preparation  of  that  letter  w^as  commenced  either  the  night 
of  the  81st — commenced  either  the  night  of  the  Slst  December,  '70,  or  th© 
night  of  January  1st,  or  the  day  of  January  Ist,  1871. 

Q.  When  was  the  letter  completed  in  the  form  which  it  finally  assumed ! 
A.   Well,  sir,  very  shortly;  it  was  either  completed  January  Ist  or  2d,  I  think. 

Q.  Was  it  sent  to  Mr.  Bowen  ?    A.  No,  sir;  it  was  not  sent  to  Mr.  Bowen. 

Q.  When  did  you  first  see  it  before — when  did  you  first  see  what  he  was 
writing,  before  or  after  its  completion  ?  A.  During  the  writing  of  the  lettei^ 
sir,  I  consulted  with  him  as  to  the  writing. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — Judge  Porter,  there  are  two  letters  of  that  date* 

Mr,  Porter, —He  knows  the  one  of  which  I  am  inquiring. 

Mr.  Evart^,^The  letter  from  Tilton  to  Bowcn. 
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Mr.  P<ifUr, — ^Did  you  disapprove  of  that  letter  ?  A.  Did  I  disapprove  of 
his  writing  it  ? 

Q.  Yes?  A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  think  I  did  at  the  time  that  he  was 
writing  it. 

Q.  Did  you  condemn  it  afterwards?  A.  I  told  him  I  thought  he 
ought  not  to  publish  it,  sir,  afterwards. 

Q.  Did  you  ailvise  against  its  publication  ?    A.  I  did. 

Q.  He  published  it,  notwithstanding  your  advice  ?  A.  When  did  he  pub- 
lish it,  sir;  what  publication  do  you  refer  to  ? 

Q.  I  think  it  was  on  the  first. 

Mr,  Morris, — No;  you  are  mistaken,  Judge  Porter;  he  never  published  it. 

Mr.  Porter, — When  did  you  first  see  it  in  print,  as  nearly  as  you  now  re- 
member ? 

Mr,  Beach, — There  were  two  letters,  sir,  bearing  the  date  inquired  of  by 
counsel;  it  seems  to  me  there  ought  to  be  some  discrimination  between  them. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  if  there  is  the  least  doubt — you  understand  me  as 
alluding  to  the  letter,  of  course,  in  wliich  he  repeated  the  charges  he  imputed 
to  Mr.  Bowen  against  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  That's  the  letter  that  I  am  address- 
ing myself  to. 

Mr,  EvarU. — Were  there  two  letters  to  Mr.  Bowen  on  that  date? 

Mr,  Beach. — Xo,  sir;  there  are  two  letters  of  Jan.  1,  '71. 

Q.  Well;  but  I  think  I  stated  the  letter  to  Mr.  Bowen.  When  did  you 
first  see  that  letter  to  Mr.  Bowen  published  ?  A.  I  think,  sir,  it  was  pub- 
lished April  20th,  1873,  in  I'he  Brooklyn  Sunday  Sun^  and  then  quoted  into 
The  Brooklyn  Eagle^  if  I  am  correct  as  to  date. 

Q.  Had  you  advised  him  against  its  publication  ?  A.  I  did  not  know  any- 
thing about  that  publication,  sir,  nor  did  Mr.  Tilton,  as  he  told  me  after- 
wards. 

Q.  Had  you  advised  against  its  publication  before  that  time  ?  A.  In  Jan- 
uary, '70 ;  certainly,  sir. 

Q.  How  is  that  ?    A.  In  January,  '71 ;  certainly,  sir. 

Q.  You  had  advised  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Emrts, — If  your  Honor  please,  the  observation  of  the  witness  that  it 
was  published  without  Mr.  Tilton's  knowledge,  as  he  told  him  after- 
wards  

Judge  Neilson.  — It  will  be  stricken  out. 

Mr.  EvurU. — It  will  be  stricken  out ;  and  although  it  may  be  natural 
enough  to  the  witness,  yet  he  will  be  so  good  as  to  refrain 

The  Witnevi, — I  saw  my  mistake  immediately  after  I  made  it,  Mr.  Evarts. 
I  thank  you  for  emphasizing  it. 

Q.  When  was  it  printed  by  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  When  was  it  printed  by  Mr. 
Tilton?  I  do  not  remember,  sir,  that  it  was  ever  printed  by  Mr.  Tilton.  If 
you  will  call  my  attention  to  the  dates  of  publication 

Q.  Was  it  printed  in  his  paper.  The  Chlden  Age  f  A.  I  do  not  remember, 
air,  that  it  was  printed  in  his  paper.  The  Golden  Age. 

Q.  Were  proofs  set  up  for  the  purpose  of  publication  in  The  Oolden  Age^ 
and  did  you  see  those  proofs  ? 
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Mr.  FuUerton. — ^Well,  one  momcDt;  thatV  u  duuble  question.  I  object 
to  it,  unless  he  testifies  of  h.    own  knowledge. 

Mr.  Porter, — [To  tin*  witness.]     You  hear  Judge  Fullerton's  suggestion  t 

The  Witness. — Now,  sir,  if  you  will  repeat  the  question,  I  will  try  to  answer 
it.     Mr.  Fullerton's  objection  put  the  question  out  of  ray  mind. 

Q.  Were  proofs  prepared  lor  publication  in  T/ie  GoMen  Age^  and  did  you 
see  those  proofs  ?  A.  I  saw  proofs  of  an  article  which  was  prepared  by 
Mr.  Tilton,  into  which  wiis  incorporated  this  letter  of  Mr.  Bowen's. 

Q.  Did  you  then  advise  against  its  pubb'cation  ?  A.  I  did  then  adviflc 
against  its  publication. 

Q.  Who  showed  you  those  proofs  ?  A.  I  think  Mr.  Tilton  brought  them 
to  me,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  see  the  poem  entitled  **Sir  Marinaduke's  Musings,"  indited  by 
Mr.  Tilton  ?    A.  Did  I  see  that  poem  ? — after  it  was  printed,  I  believe,  air. 

Q.  You  hadn't  seen  it  befori  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Heard  nothing  of  it  before  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I  ever  heard  anything 
of  it  before. 

Q.  You  disupprqved  of  its  publication  ?  A.  I  thought  it  ought  not  to  ba^e 
been  published,  sir. 

Q.  And  so  told  him  ?     A.  I  did  tell  him  so. 

Q.  Did  you  see  the  biography — did  you  know  of  his  preparation  of  the 
biography  of  WoodhuU  before  it  appeared  ?  A.  I  never  heai-d  it  read,  sir, 
before  it  appeared. 

Q.  Did  you  hear  of  it,  is  my  question  .'  A.  I  don't  remember,  sir,  that  I 
heard  of  the  biography  of  Victoria  WoodhuU  before  it  appeared ;  I  donH 
remember  that  I  did. 

Q.  You  did  afterward  ?    A.  I  did  afterwards;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  approve  of  it  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — I  object  to  that  question. 

Judge  Neu^son. — I  will  admit  it;  it  has  a  bearing  upon  the  mind  of  the 
witness,  perhaps. 

Mr.  Beach. — ^I  except,  sir. 

Mr.  Porter. — Did  you  approve  or  condemn  it  ?  A,  I  didn't  approTO  of  the 
publication  of  it,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  the  letter  to  his  friend  in  the  West  ?  A.  I  remember 
a  letter;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  will  ask  you  to  produce  the  letter. 

Mr.  FuUerton.— What  is  the  letter  ? 

Mr.  Porter. — From  Tilton  to  a  friend  in  the  West. 

Mr.  FulUrton. — Well,  we  are  not  the  custodian  of  that  letter. 

Mr.  Ecarfs. — It  is  one  of  the  letters  we  have  given  notice  to  produce. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Produce  a  letter  written  to  somebody  out  West  ? 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  don't  know  that — whether  there  was  anybody  out  West; 
there  is  a  letter  called  *'  a  letter  to  a  friend  in  the  West."  There  is  a  variety 
of  friends;  there  is  a  ** complaining  friend,"  that  is  one  of  them ;  then  there 
is  a  lett<?r  to  a  **  friend  in  the  West,"  which  is  an\>ther,  and  it  is  dated  De- 
cember dlst,  1872.    Now,  if  you  have  got  that  letter,  we  should  like  to  have  it. 
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[A  paper  handed  to  witness.] 

A.  I  ask  if  that  is  a  letter  written  by  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  This  is  in  Mr. 
'niton*8  handwriting;  yes,  sir. 

Mr,  EtarU. — Is  this  produced  by  the  plaintiff  or  by  the  witness  ? 

Mr,  Betic/i, — I  don't  know  where  it  came  from. 

Mr,  EtarU, — Nor  I;  I  ()nly  ask  for  information.     It  came  from  some  one 

Mr,  Morris, — Well,  produced  by  me  from  my  office.  Where  it  came  from, 
I  don't  know.         ^ 

Mr,  Beacli, — It  is  produced  by  Mr.  Morris. 

Mr,  Starts. — Then  you  don't  say  whether  you  produce  it  from  the  plain- 
tiff or  from  the  witness  ? 

Mr,  Morris, — I  don't  know ;  I  have  got  papers  here  frpm  both  parties. 

Mr,  Etaris. — We  can't  find  it  out  from  one  who  don't  know. 

Mr,  Morris, — No,  sir. 

Mr,  Porter, — I  read  that  letter  in  evidence. 

"  174  LiviNosTON  Street, 

Brooklyn,  December  81,  1872.  f 

•*  My  dear  Friend,  I  owe  you  a  long  letter. 

'*  I  am  unwell  and  a  prisoner  in  the  house,  leuniiig  back  in  leather-cufihioned 
idleness,  and  writing  ou  my  chair-lx)ard  before  the  fire.  Perhaps  you  wonder 
that  I  have  a  fire,  or  anything  but  a  hearthstone  broken  and  crumhled,  since  the 
world  has  been  told  that  my  houHehold  is  in  ruinn.  And  yet  it  is  more  like  your 
last  letter — brimful  of  love  and  wit,  and  sparkling  like  a  fountain  in  mid< 
winter.  • 

**  Nevertheless  you  are  right.    I  am  in  trouble  ;  and  I  hardly  see  a  path  out  of  it. 

*•  It  is  juBt  two  years  ago  to-day — thin  very  day — the  lasit  of  the  year — that  Mr. 
Bowen  lifted  his  hammer,  and  with  an  unjust  blow  smote  asunder  my  two  con- 
tracts, one  with  The  Independent  and  the  otlier  with  llie  Brooklyn  Union,  The 
public  little  suspects  that  this  act  of  his  turned  on  his  fear  to  meet  the  conse- 
quences of  horrible  charges  which  he  made  against  Henry  Ward  Beecher.  I 
have  kept  quiet  on  the  Hubject  for  two  years  through  an  unwillingness  to  harm 
others  even  for  the  sake  of  righting  myself  before  the  public.  But  having 
trusted  to  time  for  my  vindication.  I  find  that  time  has  only  thickened  my  ditfi- 
calties,  until  these  now  buffet  me  like  a  storm. 

*'  You  know  that  Bowen  long  ago  paid  to  me  the  assessed  pecuniary  damages 
which  grew  out  of  his  breaking  of  the  contracts,  and  gave  me  a  written  vindi- 
cation of  viy  course,  and  something  like  an  apology  for  /ii«.  This  settlement,  so 
far  a8  I  am  concerned,  is  final. 

"  But  Bowen's  asssHttinating  dagger  drawn  againnt  Beecher  has  proved  as 
unable  as  Macbeth 's  to  *  trammel  up  the  consequence.*  And  the  consequence  is 
that  the  air  of  Brooklyn  is  rife  with  stories  against  its  chief  clergyman,  not  grow- 
ing out  of  the  WoodhuU  scandal  merely,  but  e&lialed  with  ever- fresh  foulness, 
like  mephitic  vaporH,  from  Bowen's  own  charge  against  Beecher. 

*•  Verily,  the  tongue  is  a  wild  l)eust  that  no  man  can  tame,  and  like  a  wolf  it  is 
now  seeking  to  devour  the  chief  shepherd  of  the  flock,  together  also  with  my 
own  pretty  lambs. 

"  For  the  last  four  or  five  weeks,  or  ever  niuce  I  saw  the  Woodhull  libel,  I  have 
hardly  had  a  restful  day  ;  and  I  frequently  dream  the  whole  thing  over  at  night, 
waking  the  next  morning  unfit  for  work. 

*'  Have  you  any  concepti<m  what  it  is  to  suffer  the  keenest  possible  injustice  t 
If  not,  come  and  learn  of  me. 

'•  To  say  nothing  of  the  wrong  and  insult  to  my  wife,  in  whose  sorrow  I  have 
greater  sorrow,  I  have  to  bear  the  additional  indignity  of  being  misconstrued  by 
naif  the  public  and  by  many  friends.     For  instance, 

"It  ii«  supposed  that  I  had  a  conspirator's  hand  in  this  unholjr  business; 
whereas  I  am  as  innocent  of  it  as  of  the  Nathan  murder. 
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"  It  is  hinted  that  the  libelous  article  was  actually  written  by  me  ;  whereig 
(being  in  the  north  of  New  Hampshire)  I  did  not  know  of  its  existence  till* 
week  after  it  had  convul8«*d  my  own  city  and  family.  My  wife  never  named  it 
in  her  letters  to  me  lent  it  should  spoil  my  mood  for  public  speaking.  (Yea 
know  I  was  then  toiling  day  and  night  for  Mr.  Greeley '.s  sake.) 

"  Then,  too,  it  is  the  sneer  of  the  clubs  that  I  have  degenerated  into  an  apostle 
of  free  love ;  whereas  the  whole  body  of  my  writings  stands  like  a  monument 
against  this  execrable  theory. 

"  Moreover,  it  is  charged  that  I  am  in  financial  and  other  relations  with  Mrs. 
Woodhull  ;  whereas  I  have  not  sjwken  to,  nor  met,  nor  seyn  her  for  nearly  a 
year. 

**  The  history  of  my  acquaintance  with  her  is  this  :  In  the  Spring  of  1871,  a 
few  months  after  Bowen  charged  Beecber  with  tlie  most  hideous  crime  known 
to  human  nature,  and  had  slammed  the  door  of  Tltc  Iitdependmi  in  my  face,  and 
when  I  was  toiling  like  Hercules  to  keep  the  scandal  from  the  public,  then  it 
was  that  Mrs.  Woodhull,  hitherto  a  total  stranger  to  me,  suddenly  sent  for  me 
and  poured  into  my  ears,  not  the  Bowen  eraudal.  but  a  new  one  of  her  own, 
namely,  almost  the  same  identical  tale  which  she  printed  a  few  weeks  ago. 
Think  of  it !  When  I  was  doing  my  best  to  sup])re8s  one  earthquake,  Mrs. 
Woodhull  suddenly  stood  before  me  portentous  with  another.  What  was  I  to 
doY  I  resolved  at  all  hazards  to  keep  back  the  new  avalanche  until  I  could 
securely  tie  up  the  original  storm.  My  fear  was  that  she  would  publuth  what 
she  told  to  me,  and,  to  prevent  this  catastrophe,  1  resolved  taud,  as  the  result 
proves,  like  a  fool,  and  yet  with  a  fool's  innocent  and  pure  motive)  to  make  her 
such  a  friend  of  mine  tliat  she  would  never  think  of  doing  me  such  a  harm.  So 
I  rendered  her  some  important  services  (including  especially  some  labors  of  pen 
and  ink),  all  with  a  view  to  put  and  hold  her  under  an  obligation  to  me  and  mine. 

•'  In  so  acting  towards  her,  l€ound  to  my  glad  surprise  and  astonishment  that 
she  rose  almost  as  high  in  my  estimation  as  she  had  done  with  Lucretia  Mott, 
Elizabeth  Cady  Stanton,  Isabella  Beecber  Hooker,  and  other  excellent  women. 
NolK)dy  who  has  not  met  Mrs.  Woodhull  can  have  an  adequate  idea  of  the 
admirable  impression  which  she  is  capable  of  producing  on  serious  persona. 
Moreover  I  felt  that  the  current  denunciations  against  her  were  outrjigeously 
unjust,  and  thati,  like  myself,  she  had  b(»en  put  in  a  false  p(»sition  before  the 
public,  and  I  sympathized  keenly  with  the  aggravation  of  spirit  which  this  pro- 
duces.    This  fact  lent  a  zeal  to  all  I  said  in  her  defense. 

"Nor  was  it  till  after  I  had  known  her  for  a  number  of  months,  and  when  I 
discovered  her  purpose  to  libel  a  dozen  representative  women  of  the  suffrage 
movement  that  I  suddenly  opened  my  eyes  to  her  real  tendencies  to  mischief; 
and  then  it  was  that  I  indignantly  repudiated  her  acquaintance,  and  have  never 
seen  her  since. 

"  Hence  her  late  tirade. 

"  Well,  it  is  over,  and  /am  left  to  be  the  chief  sufferer  in  the  public  estima- 
tion. 

"  What  to  do  in  the  emergency  (which  is  not  clearing  but  clouding  itself 
daily)  I  have  not  yet  decided.  What  I  could  do  would  be  to  take  from  my 
writing-desk,  and  publish  to-morrow  morning,  the  prepared  narrative  and  vindi- 
cation, which  with  facts  and  documents,  my  legal  advisers  pronounce  complete. 

**  This  would  explain  and  clarify  everything,  both  great  and  small  (including 
the  Woodhull  episode,  which  is  but  a  minor  part  of  the  whole  case),  but  if  I 
publish  it,  I  must  not  only  violate  a  kind  of  honorable  objection  to  be  sUent, 
which  I  had  voluntarily  imposed  upon  myself,  but  I  must  put  my  old  friend 
Bowen  to  a  serious  risk  of  being  smitten  dead  by  Beecher's  hand. 

"  How  far  Bowen  would  deserve  his  fate  I  can  not  say  ;  but  I  know  that  all 
Plymouth  Church  would  hunt  him  as  a  rat. 

"  Well,  perhaps  the  future  will  unravel  my  skein  for  me  without  my  own 
hand  ;  but  whatever  happens  to  my  weather-beaten  self,  I  wish  to  you,  O  pro»- 
perous  comrade,  a  happy  New  Year.  Fraternally  yours, 

Theodore  Tiltok. 

P.  S. — Before  sending  this  long  letter  (which  pays  mjr  debt  to  you)  I  have 


<• 
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read  it  to  mj  wife»  who  desireb  to  supplement  it  by  pending  her  loTe  and  good 
will  to  the  little  white  cottage  and  its  little  red  cheeks." 
[Copy  of  letter  marked  "  Exhibit  D,  5."] 

Q.  From  whom  did  yoa  receive  that  letter  ?    A.  From  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  At  its  date  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  whether  at  its  date  or  not. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  it  was  at  or  about  its  date  ?  A.  I  don't  re- 
member that. 

Q.  To  whom  was  it  addressed  ?    A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  it  was  addressed  to  any  one  ? 

Mr,  FuUerton. — One  moment.  The  letter  itself  is  here,  and  npeaks  for 
itself. 

Mr.  Porter. — I  have  not  seen  the  original. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — I  think  you  can  tell  yourself  whether  it  is  addressed  to 
any  one. 

Mr,  BtarU, — We  can  not  see  it  is  addressed  to  any  one. 

Q.  Do  you  know  to  whom  that  letter  was  written  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not. 

Q.  You  did  not  hear  from  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  I  don't  know  but  what  I 
might  have  heard  that  it  was  his  intention  to  send  it  to  a  party ;  I  don't 
know  that  it  was  ever  sent  to  a  party. 

Q.  You  have  no  knowledge  of  its  being  sent  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  It  was  deposited  with  you  among  the  papers  in  this  case  9  A.  It  was 
given  to  me. 

Q.  You  have  held  it  ever  since  ?    A.  I  suppose  I  have;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  know  Mrs.  Woodhull  ?    A.  I  have  known  her;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  first  see  her  ?    A.  I  think  in  the  spring  of  1871. 

Q.  At  what  time  in  the  spring  ?  A.  I  think  it  was  somewhere  in  April, 
1871. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  what  time  in  April  ?  A.  I  do  not  remember  dis- 
tinctly the  time  in  April,  sir. 

Q.  Where  did  you  first  see  her  ?    A.  I  think  I  met  her  first  at  her  house. 

Q.  In  New  York  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  did  you  next  meet  her?  A.  I  think  the  next  meeting  was  at 
Mr.  Theodore  Tilton's  house. 

Q.  When  was  that  ?  A.  Shortly  afterwards.  I  can  fix  the  date  by  the 
card  in  Tht  World,*    It  was  somewhere  about  the  time  of  that  card. 

T^he  Fifw^M.— The  date  of  the  card  in  The  World  f   Does  it  bear  date,  sir  ? 

Mr,  Shiarman-'M&y  22nd,  1871. 

Mr,  Porter, — You  had  not  met  her  nor  seen  her  in  the  meantime  ?  A.  No, 
sir;  the  time  I  met  her  was  in  consequence  of  that  card  in  The  World — ^it  was 
after  the  card  in  The  World  that  I  saw  her. 

Q.  Shortly  after  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  shortly  after. 

Q.  You  have  no  means  of  fixing  the  precise  date  ?  A.  It  was  after  thai . 
I  can  not  fix  the  exact  date;  it  was  within  a  few  days,  I  think. 

Q.  Before  that  interview,  you  had  never  seen  her  but  once  ?  A.  I  don't 
think  I  had  ever  seen  her  at  all ;  I  had  never  seen  her  before  the  interview 
atalL 

*  Exhibit  22,  on  p.  885  ante. 
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Q.  That  was  the  occasion  of  the  first  interview  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  the  letter 
was  the  occasion  of  the  first  interview,  and  then  I  saw  her  at  Theodore 
Tilton's  house. 

Mr,  -B^c^.— Aften^'ards  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  afterwards. 

Mr.  Porter, — How  long  after  the  first  interview,  should  you  say  ?  A.  I 
should  say  within  a  day  or  two. 

Q.  Who  was  present  at  that  interview  ?    A.  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  Xo  one  else  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  at  present  whether  there  was  any- 
body else  or  not  present  at  that  interview. 

Q.  You  had  a  conversation  with  her  at  that  time  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  After  that  time  did  you  meet  her  frequently  ?  A.  I  met  her — well  I 
saw  her  whenever  there  was  occasion  for  it;  I  should  not  say  frequently. 

Q.  But  from  time  to  time  ?    A.  From  time  to  time. 

Q.  When  did  you  last  see  her  ?  A.  The  last  time  I  saw  her  I  think  was 
in  the  spring  before  the  publication  of  the  Woodhull  story.  It  was  in  April, 
1872, 1  think-— in  the  spring  of  1872,  I  should  think. 

Q.  Where  did  you  see  her  then  ?  A.  I  don't  remember.  It  was  at  a  house 
where  she  was  living — 16th  street,  I  think ;  I  don't  remember  the  street. 

Q.  In  her  own  house  ?    A.  It  was  in  her  own  house;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  visited  her  with  others  ?  A.  I  was  with  Theodore  Tilton  that 
evening,  sir,  the  last  time  I  saw  her. 

Q.  Had  you  visited  her  with  him  before  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Several  times  before  ?  A.  Several  times  before.  A4;  that  house  do  you 
mean? 

Q.  At  her  residence  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  was  it  at  that  time — in  16th  street  ?  A.  I  won't  be  sure.  I 
don't  remember  the  street  definitely  enough  to  say. 

Q*.  Do  you  remember  where  it  was  ?  A.  It  was  in  16th  or  28d  street,  or 
somewhere  around  there.     She  lived  in  88th  street. 

Q.  Were  you  ever  there  in  the  evening  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Usually  ?    A.  Usually  in  the  evening. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  meet  her  elsewhere  than  at  her  residence  and  at  your 
residence  and  at  Mr.  Tilton's  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — He  didn't  say  he  met  her  at  his  house. 

Mr,  Porter, — Did  you  ever  meet  her  elsewhere  than  at  her  own  residenoe 
and  at  Mr.  Tilton's  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.  At  my  own  house  in  Remsen-st. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  meet  her  at  any  other  place  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  at  present. 

Q.  Were  you  ever  in  the  same  house  in  which  she  was  staying  overnight? 
A.  I  don't  remember  that  I  ever  was. 

Q.  You  have  a  good  memory  ?    A.  Tolerably  good  memory;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  travel  with  her  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  meet  her  at  any  place  outside  of  New  York  and  Brook- 
lyn ?    A.  I  don't  remember  at  present  that  I  ever  did. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  you  did  not  ?  A.  If  you  could  jog  my  mem- 
ory by  asking  me  it*  I  met  her  at  a  certain  place.  I  don't  remember  now  that 
I  ever  met  her  at  any  other  plane  than  Brooklyn. 
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Q.  Do  you  now  remember  that  yon  did  not  ?  A.  I  shonld  say  I  now  re- 
member that  I  did  not. 

Q.  How  lon^  were  your  interviews  usually  when  you  went  to  her  house  ? 
A.  Some  of  them  were  an  hour  long,  and  some  two  hours. 

Q.  Was  your  intercourse  with  her  confined  to  the  subject-matter  of  Mr. 
Tilton  and  Mr.  Boecher  ?     A.  Not  always ;  no,  sir.  . 

Q.  Did  you  make  statements  to  her  in  regard  to  that  matter  ?  A.  I  did; 
I  have  made  statements  to  her  with  regard  to  it — with  regard  to  the  stories 
against  Mr.  Bceclier. 

Q.  Did  you  in  regard  to  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  Did  I  make  statements  to  her 
with  regard  to  Mr.  Tilton  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir  ?  A.I  have  made  statements  to  her  with  regard  to  Mr.  Til- 
ton; yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  with  regard  to  particular  ladies  in  connection  with  Mr.  Tilton? 
A.  I  donU  know  that  I  ever  mentioned  the  name  of  any  ladies  in  connection 
with  Mr.  Tilton 's  name. 

Q.  Nor  she  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  she  did. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  a  conversation  with  her  in  relation  to  the  inter- 
view of  the  31st  of  December,  1870  ?  A.  Will  you  please  put  that  question  again  ? 

Q.  A  conversation  with  her  in  reference  to  what  transpired  with  Mr. 
Beecher  on  the  Hist  of  December,  1870?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  present  at  a  conversation  between  her  and  Mr.  Tilton  in  re- 
ganl  to  what  took  place  in  that  interview  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  remember 
that  I  ever  was. 

(1)  Q.  Did  you  read  her  published  statement  ?  A.  I  don't  know  that  I 
read  all  of  it. 

Q.  Do  you  know  that  you  did  not  ?  A.  I  think  I  did  not  read  all  of  it  ; 
I  think  I  never  have  read  all  of  it. 

Q.  What  part  was  it  you  omitted  ?  A.  Well,  I  don't  really  remember 
"what  part  I  did  omit ;  I  knew  the  general  drift  of  it, 

Q.  Did  you  state  to  her  tliat  you  took  a  pistol,  and  went  to  Mr.  Beecher 
and  demanded  the  letter  of  Mrs.  Tilton  under  penalty  of  instant  death  ?  A. 
No,  sir;  I  did  not. 

Q.  Did  you  state  anything  to  that  effect  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you,  in  that  or  in  any  other  conversation,  descrilie  to  her  the 
piteous  and  abject  beseeching  of  Mr.  Beecher  not  to  be  exposed  to  the  pub- 
lic ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Nothing  of  that  kind  occurred  ?  A.  No,  sir.  You  asked  me  a  mo- 
ment ago.  Judge  Porter,  if  you  allow  me,  whether  I  had  read  any  part  of 
that  statement,  or  whether  I  had  read  the  whole  of  it.  I  can  tell  you  I  did 
read  the  part  of  the  pistul  scene,  and  I  can  tell  you  something  that  would  be 
of  interest  to  you  in  regard  to  that.     Shall  I  say  so  ? 

Q.  If  you  please.  A.  Mr.  Beecher  asked  me  about  that  part  of  it  that 
referred  to  the  pistol  scene,  and  asked  me  if  I  remembered  anything  aboat 
tlie  pistol  part.    He  said  he  didn't ;  it  didn't  make  enough  impression  on  him« 

Q.  Is  ibat  all  ?    A.  Yes,  that  is  all— that  is  about  all  of  it.*^  (2) 

♦  (1)  Passage  from  (1)  to  (2)  afterward  read  ;  see  p.  ^%^,post. 
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Q.  You  told  him  yon  did  not  ?  A.  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  <*  I  remember 
about  the  pistol  scene;  I  remember  precisely  what  there  was  about  it;  of 
course  there  was  no  threat,  and  I  donH  wonder  that  you  don^t  remember  it 

Q.  Did  you  ever  ride  with  Mrs.  Woodhull  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  at 
present  that  I  ever  rode  with  Mrs.  Woodhull ;  I  don't  recall  it. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  bringing  her  to  your  house  in  a  carriage  ?  A.  I  don't 
remember  bringing  her  to  my  house  in  a  carriage ;  I  may  have  done  so,  but  1 
don't  think  so. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  a  conversHtion  with  her  in  reference  to  procuring 
Mr.  Beecher  to  preside  at  her  meeting  ?  A.  Do  I  remember  a  conversation 
with  her  of  my  own  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  Or  a  conversation  of  Mr.  Beecher  with  her  f 

Q.  A  conversation  with  her  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Between  yourself  and  her  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  we  had  a  conversation  at  my 
house  concerning  it.     She  came  there  to  see  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Had  you  no  conversation  with  her  concerning  it  before  ?  A.  I  donH 
remember  that  I  had  any  conversation  with  her  before.  That  letter  was  the 
cause  of  that  interview. 

Q.  Had  you  heard  of  that  letter  before  you  heard  of  it  from  him  f  A. 
Before  I  heard  of  it  from  Mr.  Beecher  ?  I  don't  remeulber  whether  the  letter 
was  brought  to  me  by  Mr.  Beecher  or  not;  I  think  it  was  brought  to  me  by 
Mr.  Beeclier.  My  statement  will  tell  that,  if  you  will  refer  to  it  I  don't  re- 
member now  how  the  letter  was  addressed. 

Q.  Had  you  heard  of  the  project  of  her  procuring  him  to  preside  before 
that  letter  was  sent  to  you  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  think  I  had. 

Q.  Do  you  know  that  you  had  not  ?    A.  I  shall  say  now  that  I  had  not. 

Q.  Had  you  had  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Til  ton  in  regard  to  his  premd- 
ing  there  ?    A.  In  regard  to  Mr.  Tilton  presiding  there  ? 

Q.  In  regard  to  Mr.  Beecher  presiding  there  ?  A.  I  had  a  conversation 
with  Mr.  Tilton  the  same  day  that  Mrs.  Woodhull  and  Mr.  Beecher  were  at 
my  house. 

Q.  Had  you  had  any  conversation  with  him  before  that?  A.  I  don't  re- 
member that  I  had. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  you  had  not  ?  A.  I  do  now  remember  that  I 
had  not.  If  I  should  make  any  statement  about  it,  I  should  make  that  state- 
ment. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  that  you  remember  now  that  you  had  no  sach  conver- 
eation  ?  A.  I  put  it  in  the  other  way.  I  don't  remember  that  I  had  any  sach 
conversation,  and  I  don't  think  I  did  have.  That  is  the  best  of  my  recol- 
lection. 

Q.  You  do  not  remember  that  you  did  not  have.  Am  I  right  f  A.  I  can 
not  state  it  in  that  way,  sir,  and  state  the  truth  ;  I  say  that  I  don't  remember, 
and  if  I  were  undertaking  to  make  a  truthful  statement  to  any  one,  I  shonld 
say  I  had  not,  and  deem  it  a  truthful  statement. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  Mrs.  Woodhull  that  you  and  Mrs.  Tilton  did  not  want  Kr. 
Beecher  to  know  that  that  letter  had  come  at  your  instance?  A.  Did  I  teQ 
Mrs.  Woodhull  that — ask  that  question  again,  please. 
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Q.  Did  you  t<*ll  Mrs.  WoodhuU  that  you  did  not  want  Mr.  Boecher  to 
know  tliat  that  letter  to  him  came  at  your  instance?  A.  No,  sir;  I  didn't 
till  Mrs.  Woodhull  that. 

Q.  Nor  anything  to  that  (effect  ?    A.  No,  air;  I  did  not. 

Q.  Or  at  Mr.  Tilt  on  *s  instance  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  With  whom  did  Mrs.  Woodliull  leave  your  hous<f  on  that  occasion  ? 
A.  !•  don't  remember. 

Q.  She  did  not  remain  that  night?  A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  think  she 
remained  that  niglit. 

Q.  She  never  remained  a  night  at  your  house  ?  A.  I  dont  remember  that 
she  ever  did. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  she  did  not  ?  A.  I  think  I  am  stating  the 
troth — I  know  I  am  stating  what  I  believe  to  be  the  truth  when  I  state  that 
she  did  not. 

Q.  Did  you  on  different  occasions  meet  her  at  Theodore  Tilton's  ?  A.  I 
think  I  met  her  Pt  Theodore  Tilton's — was  at  Theodore  Tilton's  with  her 
twice. 

Q.  Only  twice  ?    A.  Twice. 

Q.  You  never  met  her  except  on  those  two  occasions  at  his  house  f  A. 
At  his  house,  those  are  the  only  two  1  remember. 

Q.  When  you  visited  her  house  did  you  ever  find  Mr.  Tilton  there  when 
you  did  not  go  there  in  company  with  him  ?  A.  When  I  visited  her  house — 
please  put  tliat  (question  again  ? 

Q.  When  you  visited  her  residence  did  you  ever  find  Mr.  Tilton  there 
when  you  had  not  gone  thnre  together  ?    A.  I  think  not. 

Q.  Did  he  always  leave  when  you  left  ?  A.  I  think  he  did;  yes,  sir;  we 
left  together. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  you  did  ?  A.  I  should  state,  when  I  state  what 
I  believe  to  be  the  truth,  that  we  left  together. 

Q.  You  were  not  aware  of  his  being  there  on  any  other  occasions  except 
when  you  were  there  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  No  allusion  was  made  in  their  conversation  to  interviews  they  had  had 
when  you  were  not  present  ?     A.  I  don't  remember  of  any. 

Q.  You  disapproved  also  of  the  Bacon  letter?    A.  Yes,  air;  I  did. 

Q    Advised  against  its  publication  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  advise  against  Mr.  Tilton's  first  statement  to  the  Committee  ? 
A.  Well,  which  do  you  consider  his  first  statement  ?  He  made  three.  There 
18  a  first  statement,  a  second  statement,  and  a  third  statement.  One  was  verbal, 
if  I  remember  right. 

Q.  They  were  not  to  the  Coirmittee?    A.  Yes,  air. 

Q.  All  three  f    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  sworn  statement.  You  remember  the  one  which  he  called  the 
•worn  statement  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  the  second  statement. 

Q.  Did  you  advise  him  against  presenting  that  statement  to  the  Com- 
mittee ?    A.  I  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  Mrs.  Woodhull  found  out  about  that  pistol  affiur  ? 
A*  I  do  not 
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Q.  You  only  know  it  was  not  from  you  ?     A.  T  know  that. 

Q.  And  timt  it  was  never  the  subject  of  conversation  between  you  and 
her  ?    A.  Never  to  my  recollection. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  it  was  not  ?    A.  Never,  sir;  never. 

Q.  Prior  to  your  breach  with  Mr.  Beech er  had  you  told  the  pistol  affair 

to  any  one  else  ?     A.  No,  sir;  not  that  I  know^  of,  except  to  my ;  no, 

sir;  I  don't  think  I  did. 

Q.  To  no  one  but  Mr.  Tilton  ?     A.  I  don't  think  I  ever  did. 

Q.  I  assume  you  did  not  ?     A.  Not  to  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  You  reported  the  fact  of  the  interview  and  the  result  of  it  to  Mr.  Til- 
ton ?    A.  I  reported  the  interview,  exactly  what  occurred  there. 

Q.  I  have  reference  now  to  several  points  in  which  you  disapproved  of  the 
course  of  Mr.  Tilton.  Did  he  propose  to  publish  the  true  statement,  as  it  was 
called  ?     A.  lie  talked  about  publishing  the  true  statement;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  advise  against  it  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  finally  abandoned  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  it  never  was  published. 

Q.  It  never  was  published  ?  A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  in  regard  to  your  advice  to  Mr.  Beecher,  did  you  condemn  Mr. 
Beech  er  for  obtaining  the  retraction  from  Mrs.  Tilton  ?     A.  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  condemn  him  for  wishing  to  have  it  preserved  for  the  protec- 
tion of  his  family  and  his  memory,  in  case  of  his  death  ?  A.  I  condemned? 
I  don't  remember  having  condemned  him  for  that. 

Q.  Did  you  advise  him  never  to  see  Mr*  Tilton  ?  A.  Did  I  advise  bim 
never  to  see  Mr.  Tilt(m  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  On  that  occasion  f 

Q.  Personally?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  At  the  interview  on  the  3l8t  of  December  ?  A.  Did  I  advise  Mr. 
Beecher  not  to  see  Mr.  Tilton  ? 

Q.  Not  to  see  him  in  Mr.  Tilton's  present  exasperated  mood  ?  A«  I  don't 
think  I  did. 

Q.  Did  you  on  the  1st  of  January  ?    A.  Advise  him  not  to  see  Mr.  Tilton? 

Q.  Not  to  see  him  ?    A.  I  don't  think  I  did. 

Q.  Did  you  at  any  time  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  I  have. 

Q.  Did  you  advise  him  to  communicate  with  him  through  yon,  rather  than 
personally  ?    A.  I  don't  think  I  ever  did. 

Q.  Did  you  advise  him  not  to  publish  a  card  denying  the  WoodhuU 
calumny  ?    A.  Did  I  advise  Mr.  Beecher  not  to  ? 

Q.  Not  to  ?    A.  I  advised  silence,  if  that  is  what  you  mean. 

Q.  The  policy  of  silence  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  spoke  of  publishing  a  denial  of  the  libel  shortly  after  its  publica- 
tion ;  did  he  not  ?  A.  We  discussed  whether  that  could  be  done  or  not,  I 
think. 

Q.  You  advised  against  it  ?     A.  I  did  not  see  how  it  could  be  done. 

Q.  And  when  you  gave  that  advice  you  had  not  read  the  WoodhuU  libel  ? 
A,  Not  all  of  it;  I  understood  it  very  well,  what  it  charged. 

Q.  Have  you  read  it  down  to  this  hour  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I  have  read  all 
of  it  to  this  hour. 
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Q.  How  do  you  understand  its  contents  without  reading  it  ?  A.  Well,  I 
bad  had  conversation  with  people  who  had  rQad  it,  sir.    . 

Q.  And  you  inferred  that  you  had  a  full  re^wrt  of  its  contents  ?  A.  I 
knew  the  charge  against  Mr.  Beecher  that  tliat  article  contained. 

Q.  You  knew  it  was  to  come  before  it  appeared,  did  you  not  ?  A.  Oh, 
no,  sir.     No.  sir;  I  did  not. 

Q.  You  didn't  reed  to  read  it  in  order  to  find  out  what  they  did  charge? 
A.  I  needed  to  read  a  portion  of  it  to  find  out  what  they  did  charge. 

Q.  How  by  reading  a  portion  relating  to  yourself  could  you  find  out  what 
they  charged  againftt  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  I  read  more  than  that,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  read  all  that  portion  of  the  article  which  was  prejudjcal  to 
Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  I  think  I  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  All  that  related  to  yourself  ?    A.  I  think  I  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  else  did  the  article  contain  ?    A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  When  finally,  Mr.  Beecher  insisted  upon  publishing  a  card  in  The 
Eagle,  you  exercised  the  power  he  gave  you  to  correct  it  ?  A.  When  what, 
sir? 

[Some  questions  as  to  apparent  changes  in  the  card,  which  were  explained 
by  a  misprint  in  the  pamphlet  read  from,  are  here  omitted.] 

Q.  You  disapproved  and  condemned  Mr.  Beecher  calling  a  Committee  of 
Investigation,  did  you  not  ?  A.  I  told  him  I  thought  it  might  prove  a  mia- 
take. 

Q.  And  you  refused  his  application  to  give  him  access  to  the  documents  ? 
A.  By  advice  of  counsel,  I  wrote  him  the  letter  which  I  did  on  August  4th. 

Q.  By  advice  of  counsel?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  submitted  his  letter  of  July 
24th,  which  Mr.  Tracy  brought  to  me, to  my  counsel. 

Q.  Were  you  in  litigation  at  thiit  time  ?    A.  No,  tdr. 

Q.  Did  you  expect  to  be  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Perhaps  you  mean,  then,  your  adviser?  A.  Adviser,  if  you  choose; 
that's  what  I  mean  by  my  adviser.  I  had  not  retained  anybody  as  counsel; 
I  bad  not  paid  anybody  a  counsel  fee  as  a  lawyer. 

Q.  Who  was  it  that  advised  you  in  that  way  ?    A.  General  Butler. 

Q.  When  did  you  first  confer  with  him  ?  A.  He  wrote  me  a  letter  on 
July  29th  or  30th,  advising 

JuDOK  Neilson. — Don't  state  what  he  said. 

Mr,  Porter, — Was  that  the  first  of  your  seeing  him  ?  A.  That  was  the 
first  I  hud  heard  from  him. 

Q.  Had  you  written  to  him  before  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  had  not  written  to 
him  or  communicated  with  him  in   any  way  before  about  it. 

Q.  Had  he  been  your  counsel  in  other  matters  ?  A.  He  had  been  a  friend 
and  adviser  in  the  same  sense  as  he  was  in  this  matter. 

Q.  He  had  never  been  your  counsel  ?  A.  I  never  paid  him  a  fee  as  a 
lawyer — never  employed  him  as  a  lawyer. 

Q.  Neither  you  nor  your  firm  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Had  he  been  actively  engaged  with  your  affairs  at  Washington  ?    A. 
No,  sir;  I  don't  think  he  was  actively  engaged  with  our  affairs  at  Wash- 
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Q.  With  your  affairs  at  the  Custom-House  ?  A.  He  had  been  cooBsel  for 
Mr.  Juyne  against  us  in  that  business. 

Q.  That  was  the  previous  relation  between  you  and  him?  A.  That  was 
not  the  relation  between  him  and  me.  I  did  not  understand  the  qaestion  in 
that  way.     That  was  not  the  relation  between  Mr.  Butler  and  my.self. 

Q.  He  had  been  counsel  against  you  ?  A.  He  was  counsel  for  Mr.  Jayne; 
yes,  sir.     Mr.  Jayne  was  the  special  agent  of  the  Treasury  Department. 

Q,  He  never  was  counsel  for  you  ?  A.  No,  sir;  except  in  the  sense  of 
adviser. 

Q.  And  his  friendly  advice  was  while  he  was  counsel  against  you  ?  A 
No,  sir;  there  was  no  friendly  advice  when  he  was  counsel  against  us. 

Q.  When  did  the  friendly  advice  begin  ?  A.  The  friendly  advice  was  on 
this  business  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  !Mr.  Tilton  in  this  controversy — per- 
sonal advice  to  me. 

Q.  General  Butler  is  a  personal  friend  of  yours,  is  he  not  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  he  so  at  the  time  he  acted  as  counsel  against  you  for  Mr.  Jayne  ? 
A.  No,  sir;  3Ir.  Tillon  introduced  me  to  Mr.  Butler;  I  never  knew  him  before 
that,  personally,  closely. 

Q.  He  became  your  friend  ?    A.  He  became  friendly  to  me,  certainly. 

Q.  Had  you  a  controversy  with  the  Government  at  that  time  ?  A.  Yea, 
sir;  we  did  have. 

Q.  Was  he  instrumental  in  effecting  an  arrangement  of  that  matter  t  A 
Not  that  I  ever  knew  of,  sir. 

Q.  Nor  Mr.  Jayne  ?    A,  Nor  Mr.  Jayne  instrumental  in  effecting ? 

Q.  Was  he  instrumental  in  effecting  it  ?  A.  We  settled  with  the  Govern- 
ment; we  could  not  have  settled  except  through  Mr.  Jayne. 

Q.  Then  he  was  ?    A.  Not  for  us;  he  was  not  instrumental. 

Q.  Have  you  known  Mr.  Jayne  ever  since  that  time  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  and  he  friends  also  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — Wait  a  moment.     We  object  to  that. 

Mr.  Ecarts, — That  depends  on  the  future . 

Judge  Neilson. — I  will  rule  it  out  for  the  present.  I  don*t  see  that  it  is 
material  at  all. 

Mr.  Partcr. — Have  you  conferred  with  Mr.  Jayne  on  the  subject  of  Mr. 
Beechcr's  affairs  ?  A.  I  have  not  conferred  with  Mr.  Jayne  on  the  subject  of 
Mr.  Beech er's  affairs. 

Q.  You  and  he  have  had  no  conversation  about  it  ?  A.  Yea,  sir;  we 
have  had  conversation  about  it. 

Q.  Here?    A.  In  New  York. 

Q.  Did  you  send  for  him  with  regard  to  it  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  think  I 
sent  for  him. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  you  did  or  not  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I  ever  sent 
for  Mr.  Jayne.     I  saw  him  at  the  Fifth  Avenue  Hotel  one  day. 

Q.  Was  that  the  only  occasion  on  which  you  conversed  with  him  about  it  ? 
A.  I  think  I  saw  him  at  the  Fifth  Avenue  Hotel  since,  and  conversed  with 
him  about  it,  within  a  week,  or  two  weeks,  or  three  weeks,  recently. 

Q.  Will  you  be  good  enough  to  repeat  tlie  date  when   General  Butler 
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volunteered  in  the  matter  ?    A.  I  have  got  the  exact  date.     I  think  it  waa 
June  29th  or  30th,  the  letter  I  received  from  him. 

Q.  Has  he  since  acted  as  your  counsel  throughout  tb*;  matter  ?  A.  Yea, 
sir;  as  my  adviHcr  in  the  matter;  there's  a  distinction  between  *' counsel" 
and  *•  adviser,"  1  believe. 

Q.  You  said  that  your  letter  of  August  4th  was  written  by  bis  advice  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir;  written  by  him. 

Q.  And  by  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  the  subsequent  letter  of  August  5th  written  by  him  ?  A.  What 
was  the  subsequent  letter  of  August  5th  ? 

Q.  In  reply  to  Mr.  Beecher's  of  August  4th,  which  was  excluded  ?  A. 
No,  sir;  that  was  written  bv  myself,  in  conjunction  with  Theodore  Tilton. 

Q.  Was  Mr,  Tilton  prc^ent  when  General  Butler  wrote  the  letter  of 
August  4th  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Had  he  been  conferred  with  on  that  subject  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  at  no  time  piid  any  fee  to  General  Butler  ?      A.I  have  not. 

Q.  Nor  to  any  counsel  in  connection  with  thl'^  litigation  ?  A.  Yes,  I  have. 
Between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir?  A.  No,  sir;  I  have  not  paid  any  fee  to  any  counsel  in  any 
litigation  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  You  have  paid  fees  to  counsel  who  are  acting  for  Mr.  Tilton,  have  you 
not  ?    A.  I  have,  on  business  of  my  own. 

Q.  Have  you  engaged  to  pay  any  fees  in  this  case  ?    A.  I  have  not. 

Q.  Have  you  contributed  to  the  expense  of  this  litigation  in  any  form, 
directly  or  indirectly  ?     A.  I  (lon't  think  I  have. 

Q.  Have  you  contributed  to  the  expense  of  the  publications  which  have 
been  made  from  time  to  time  in  regard  to  it,  or  any  of  them  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  any  of  them  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  don^t  think  I  liave;  I  do  not  recall 
any  such  contribution  now. 

Q.  Nor  any  payment  for  that  purpose  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  contributed  nothing  ?    A.  I  have  contributed  nothing. 

Q.  Paid  nothing  and  promised  nothing  ?  A.  Paid  nothing  and  promised 
nothing. 

Q.  All  was  in  your  branch  of  the  litigation  ?    A.  All  was  what  ? 

Q.  All  that  you  paid  was  in  your  branch  of  the  litigation  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  connection,  I  suppose,  with  the  indictments  and  the  civil  suits  ? 

Mr,  Beach, — Wait  a  moment. 

Judge  Neilsok. — You  ought  not  to  ask  that  question. 

Mr,  Porttr, — I  wish  to  show  his  relation  to  the  controversy. 

Judge  Netlson.— I  will  rule  it  out.     It  is  immaterial. 

Mr,  EvtirU. — Does  your  Honor  understand  it  is  immaterial,  in  rogard  to  the 
'Witness'  relation  to  this  ca^e,  that  he  is  under  indictment,  and  that  he  is 
pursued  in  a  civil  suit  ? 

Judge  Neilbon. — It  is  immaterial.'*' 

Mr,  EearU, — ^And  that  he  has  been  forced  to  judgment  in  the  libel  suit  ? 

Jui>OK  Neilson. — All  that  I  shall  rule  out. 

•  See  Peck  v.  Yi>rk8  (47  Barb.  131). 
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Mr,  FkarU. — And  that  that  does  not  bear  upon  thfe  attitude  of  this  witness 
in  the  weighing  of  his  testimony  by  the  court  and  the  Jury,  your  Honor  under- 
stands ? 

Judge  Netlson. — No,  sir. 

Mr,  Beach — Thesp  proceedings  are  not  had  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Beecher. 

Judge  Neilson. — Not  at  all. 

Mr,  Etnrts. — We  know  what  part  they  are  on.  I  understand  that  your 
Honor  say<,  when  we  offer  to  show  the  attitude  of  this  witness  under  the  public 
indictment,  and  in  the  civil  suits  for  libels  in  his  statements  concernint^  this 
case,  that  that  does  not  constitute  evidence  to  go  to  his  credit  with  the  jury 
for  liis  statements  in  this  case. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  so  rule,  and  it  has  been  held  that  the  existence  of  an 
indictment  don't  tend  to  impair  a  witness. 

Mr.  Exarts. — I  have  not  said  that. 

JuDGK  Neilson. — I  am  saying  it. 

Mr,  Evarts, — T  don't  offer  in  that  connection,  or  in  the  least  relation  to  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  it  is  immaterial. 

Mr,  Evarts. — But  it  is  material,  that  he  is  made  a  party  defendant  to  the 
case  in  the  same  side  of  the  controversy  in  which  he  now  appears  as  a  witness 
for  the  plaintiff  here. 

Judge  Nkilsow. — So  made  by  some  other  person,  or  party. 

Mr,  Evarts, — Well,  no  matter;  he  is  in  that  condition. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Of  prosecution,  if  you  please.  I  don't  know  whether  It  is 
prosjcution,  or  how;  but  he  holds  that  position  in  regard  to  those  suits  forced 
ag-iinst  him,  justly  or  unjustly. 

Judge  Neilson. — In  regard  to  other  parties. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Justly  or  unjustly.  He  is  indicted  for  a  libel  against  Mr. 
Beecher  in  this  very  statement 

Judge  Neilson. — That  would  not  be  admissible  here. 

Mr,  Evarts,  — Your  Honor  will  so  rule,  of  course. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Evarts, — But  I  wish  to  brin^  to  your  Honor's  notice  the  aspect  of  the 
matter  in  which  it  is  presented.  Now,  anything  that  goes  to  show  the  ani- 
mosity or  the  repugnance  or  opposition  between  a  witness  and  the  party 
against  whom  he  is  testifying,  is  primary  evidence  to  show  that  he  is  not  a 
disinterested  and  impartial  witness,  but  is  himself  an  active  party  in  a  con- 
trovcnity ;  and  now  we  offer  this  witness'  position  in  all  these  suits  as  evidence 
that  he  is  not  an  impartial  witness,  but  is  a  party  to  the  controversy. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  am  ruling  on  the  assumption  that  some  third  person 
not  named  has  had,  or  has,  some  litigation  with  the  witness,  a  case  io  which 
that  third  person  is  the  mover  and  this  witness  here  may  assume  the  position 
of  a  defendant,  and  resisting  also,  and  more  immediately  connected  with  this, 
there  is  an  indictment,  upon  the  complaint  of  this  defendant,  against  the 
witness,  in  respect  to  this  same  matter, — in  all  of  which  the  witness  stands,  it 
would  seem,  upon  the  defensive,  is  not  an  actor,  and  does  not  appear  to  be 
aggressive,  even  on  your  own  statement. 
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Mr.  EvarU. — Rut  is  it  not  indicative  of  feeling  against  him  that  he  had 
been  pursued  by  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — That  would  not  be  sufficient  to  let  in  the  testimony, 

Mr.  EmrU, — Does  your  Honor  say  that  to  show  that  the  party  against 
whom  tie  is  testifying  here  has  pursued  him,  is  not  evidence  that  he  does  not 
stand  impartial  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — We  have  it  already  on  record  that  this  witness  is  hostile 
to  the  defendant. 

Mr,  Ecarfs. — How  have  we  that  ? 

JuDOE  Neilson. — Avowed  by  himself  yesterday.  That  fact  sufficiently 
appears.     There  can  be  no  suggestion  of  friendliness. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — Have  we  it  down  in  the  evidence ? 

Judge  Neilson.  —Certainly. 

Mr.  Epu rt8.  -That  he  has  said  he  is  a  hostile  witness  ? 

Judge  Neilson, — Not  in  that  way — ^that  their  friendly  relations  ceased. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — That  friendly  relations  ceased.  That  is  not  an  avowal  that 
he  is  hostile — bitterly  hostile  to  the  defendant. 

Judge  Neilson. — Would  your  indictment,  if  put  in  evidence,  make  him 
appear  hostile  ? 

Mr.  Ecarts. — That  the  jury  will  be  the  judge  of. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  you  must  be  content  with  an  exception. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — But  you  say  you  exclude  it  one  ground,  that  it  is  the  subject 
of  transactions  with  third  persons. 

Judge  Neilson. — In  part. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — On  the  part  that  has  no  interest  with  persons.  How  is  it 
third  persons  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — I  understood  from  your  statement  that  some  third  person 
had  brou<<lit  suit  against  this  witness,  and  that  he  has  been  indicted  od  com- 
plaint of  the  defendant. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — Yes,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — An  indictment  not  yet  tned. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — I  don't  offer  the  indictment  as  proving  its  truth.  I  offer  it 
as  a  prosecution  against  him  upon  the  complaint  of  Mr.  Beecher,  and  your 
Honor  excludes  that  as  not  bearing  on  the  question  whether  the  witness  stands 
impartial  here. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^It  is  very  clear  that  if  A.  claims  an  immense  estate 
against  B.,  and  B.  can  pursue  the  principal  witness  and  indict  him  in  many 
indictments,  that  he  don't  ruin  the  witness  whose  testimony  may  be  brought 
in  support  of  the  case  against  him. 

Mr.  Evarts. — ^I  have  not  offered  it  in  that  hght. 

Judge  Neilson.— I  rule  it  out  in  each  light. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — I  offer  it  as  affecting  the  animus  of  the  witness,  and  certainly 
those  things  are  quite  distinguishable,  if  your  Honor  please. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  am  very  clear  about  this;  I  have  not  any  doubt  about 
it.     I  don't  wish  any  general  argument  on  it. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — I  don't  wish  to  argue  it  any  further,  but  I  wish  to  take  your 
Honor's  ruling. 
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Judge  Neilson. — Certainly. 

Mr.  Evarts, — We  offer  to  prove  by  this  witness  the  position  in  which  be 
stands  in  regard  both  to  the  public  prosecutions  and  the  civil  suits  that  have 
grown  out  Mnce  this  controversy  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher  arose. 

Judge  Xeilsox. — Other  than  this  suit? 

Mr,  EcnrU, — Other  than  this  suit.  It  is  not  necessary  to  particularize. 
Your  Honor  rules  out  the  whole  ? 

Judge  Neilson. —Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  except. 

Mr.  Morr'iM. — We  have  found  the  letter  of  authorization. 

Mr.  Etarta. — Now,  your  Honor  has  ruled  upon  the  whole.  I  now  offer 
each  of  the  matters  Keparately. 

Judge  Neilson. — Let  it  be  so  framed,  and  I  will  make  the  same  ruling. 

Mr.  EtartB. — It  is  so  understood.     I  except. 

AFTERNOON    SESSION. 

Francis  D.  Moulton  recalled,  and  cross-examination  resumed  by  Mr. 
Porter. 

Q.  You  mentioned  that  your  letter  of  August  5th  was  the  one  in  which 
Gen.  Butler  did  not  assist  you.  and  in  which  Mr.  Tilton  did.  Where  was  that 
letter  written  \    A.  In  my  study  at  liome,  sir. 

Q.  When  i  A.  August  the  5th,  I  think ;  the  date  of  it.  Is  that  the  date? 
I  don't  remember. 

Q.  The  date  is  August  5th,  but  you  remember  it  was  in  reply  to  Mr. 
Beecher's  of  August  the  4th  ?  A.  That  is  the  letter.  The  letter  in  reply  to 
Mr.  Beecher-s  letter  was  prepared  at  my  house,  whether  it  bears  date  August 
5th  cir  not — in  my  study. 

Q.  At  the  time  it  was  prepared  was  any  one  present  except  you  and  Mr. 
Tilton  ?    A.  I  do  not  remember  that  there  was  anybody  present. 

Q.  Who  did  the  writing  1    A.  Theodore  Tilton . 

Q.  And  did  you  engross  \ti  A.  I  don't  remember  whether  I  did  or  not, 
sir. 

Q.  You  do  not  remember  whether  it  was  in  his  handwriting  or  yours  ?  A. 
I  do  not  remember  whether  it  was  or  not ;  I  think  it  was  in  Mr.  £ddy*^ 
handwriting. 

Q.  How  is  that  ?    A.  I  think  it  was  in  my  accountant's  handwriting. 

Q.  Ah«  yes.  a  copy  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  whether  it  was  in  my  band- 
writing  or  in  his. 

Q.  That  was  in  reply  to  Mr.  Beecher's  letter  of  the  previous  day  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  EcarU, — Is  that  the  letter  [handing  witness  a  letter]  ?  A.  Yes,  sir; 
this  is  the  letter. 

Mr.  Evart^i. — We  offer  this  letter  now  in  evidence,  if  your  Honor  please, 
with  the  letter  to  which  it  was  an  answer,  which  I  have  asked  them  to 
hand  me. 

Mr.  Morris, — The  one  which  was  ruled  out  yesterday  ? 
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Mr.  Evartff. — Yes,  sir.  Your  Honor  then  thought  that  those  letJers  were 
not  admissible,  or  were  unnecessary — that  clearly  was  the  point  of  your 
Honor's  ruling — ^because  the  testimony  already  given  showed  that  the  friendly 
relations  between  Mr.  Moulton  and  Mr.  Beech er  had  then  been  terminated  by 
the  letters  of  the  28tli  of  July;  but,  really  if  you  look  at  those  letters,  it  will 
be  found  that  those  letters  do  not  show  the  termination,  but  it  is  these  letters 
that  show  the  termination.     But  it  is  not  in  that  view  that 

Judge  Neilson. — The  witness  stated  it. 

Mr.  EtartH.  —Well,  he  said  that  they  were  terminated,  but  the  form  and 
manner  and  precise  way  in  which  they  were  terminated  could  not  be  gathered 
from  those  letters,  as  there  was  nothing  hoslile  in  them ;  but  the  evidence 
now  show?  that  a  letter  of  Mr.  Beecher  to  Mr.  Moulton  became  the  subject 
of  consultation  and  conference  between  Mr.  Moulton  and  Mr.  Til  ton,  and 
that  they  then  prepared  this  answer,  which  Mr.  Tilton  drafted  and  Mr. 
Moulton  signed,  and  they  sent  it  forth.  It  is,  therefore,  an  act  in  which  this 
plaintiff  participated,  and  is  a  part  of  the  transaction  and  relations  between 
the  two  parties  in  reference  to  the  investigation,  or  the  suppression  ol 
investigation,  as  the  case  may  be,  concerning  this  controversy  between  them, 
which  have  formed,  as  your  Houor  knows,  the  staple  of  so  much  of  the  evi- 
dence that  has  been  introduced.  The  letters  formerly  stood,  in  your  Honor's 
appreciation  of  them,  as  merely  letters  between  the  witness  and  Mr.  Beecher 
bearing  upon  the  question  of  whether  or  not  they  broke  off  their  relations, 
and  your  Honor  did  not  consider  them  important  or  useful  to  further  prove 
that  fact,  as  I  understood  it.  Now,  your  Honor  will  see  by  these  letters  that 
when  this  comes  to  be  the  act  of  Mr.  Tilton  in  withholding  from  Mr. 
Beecher  access  to  these  papers,  it  is  an  immediate  and  direct  significance  of 
the  dealing  by  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  this  conference. 

Judge  Neilson. — Mr.  Beach,  what  do  you  think  of  this  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — Your  Honor  will  recollect  that  there  was  a  letter  introduced, 
addressed  by  Mr.  Btecher  to  3Ir.  Moulton,  bearing  date  July  24,  1874, 
making  a  request  for  the  letters  and  papers  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Moulton,  re- 
lating to  this  controversy,  and  that  the  letter  of  Mr.  Moulton,  without  our 
objection,  in  answer  to  that,  bearing  date  August  4th,  was  read  in  evidence. 
I  believe  also  that  the  letter  of  July  ^8,  1874,  from  Mr.  Beecher  to  Mr.  Moul- 
ton, was  also  given  in  evidence.  Mr.  Porter  then  proposed  to  read  the  reply 
of  Mr.  Beecher,  bearing  date  August  4th,  1874,  to  which  I  objected,  and  that 
that  was  ruled  out  upon  the  ground  that  the  statements  made  by  Mr.  Beecher 
to  Mr.  Moulton  upon  this  subject,  detailing  the  particulars  of  what  was  sup- 
posed to  be  the  origin  of  a  breach  of  their  friendship,  was  not  admibsible; 
that  under  the  pretense  of  a  controversy  between  the  witness  and  Mr.  Beecher, 
Mr.  Beecher  could  not  fabricate  declarations  or  introduce  conversations  be- 
tween himself  and  the  witness,  which  would  bear  upon  the  main  issue  in  this 
controversy.  I  am  not  aware  that  the  letter  to  which  reference  is  now  made, 
of  August  5,  1874,  was  then  presented  for  discussion  or  consideration.  I  am 
not  aware  that  any  offer  was  made  of  that  letter,  or  any  objection  taken  to  it 
on  our  behalf!  The  only  objection  which  we  made,  and  the  only  objection 
which   I  care  now  to  make,  is  to  the  letter  of  August  4tb,  written  by  Mr. 
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Beecher  to  Mr.  Moulton,  and  if  the  ohjpct  of  the  introlurtion  of  the  letter  of 
August  5th  is  to  introduce  in  evidence,  or  to  lay  the  foundation  for  a  presen- 
tation in  evidence,  of  the  letter  of  Mr.  Beecher  of  August  4th,  whj-,  then  we 
object.  So  far  as  it  is  now  offered  for  the  puri>o9e  of  proving  declarations 
made  or  assented  to  upon  the  part  of  Mr.  Tilton,  in  so  far  as  those  declarations 
are  material  to  the  issue,  I  perceive  no  objection  to  its  introduction.  It  seeras 
to  me  competent  upon  ^hal  ground ;  but  I  desire  to  preserve  tlie  objection  which 
was  made  yesterday,  and  upon  which  your  Honor  ruled,  to  the  introduction 
in  evidence  of  the  letter  of  Mr.  Beecher,  of  August  4th.  I  stateil  yesterday,  sir, 
what  I  supposed  to  be  the  rule  of  law,  without  any  specific  examination  of 
the  question,  in  regard  to  the  admissibility  of  the  details  of  controversies  be- 
tween a  witness  and  the  party  against  whom  he  is  introduced,  for  the  purpose 
of  proving  the  presence  of  malice  or  ill-will.  I  have  just  sent,  sir — ^I  have  not 
looked  at  the  authority  furnished  by  the  case  of  Boynton  v.  Boynton^  which 
appears  in  the  43d  of  Howard's  Practice  Reports,  at  page  380.* 

**In  an  action  of  slander,  the  plaintiff,  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf, 
stated,  on  cross-exaininatioo,  that  he  had  had  litigation  with  the  defendant. 
He  was  then  asked  how  many  suits  he  had  with  him,  and  for  what  causes  of 
action.  Held,  that  the  court  below  properly  excluded  so  much  of  the  inquiry 
as  related  to  the  causes  of  action.  It  was  in  no  way  material  or  pertinent 
to  the  issue.  Its  materiality  consisted  solely  in  its  bearing  upon  the  credit 
due  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  witni'ss.  and  was  therefore  collateral  in  its  nature. 
The  end  of  such  an  inquiry  would  result  in  an  unlimited  examination  of  the 
previous  litigdtiou,  and  in  attempts  to  indicate  the  different  positions  occupied 
by  the  parties  engaged  in  it." 

The  authority  seems  to  me,  sir,  peculiarly  applicable  to  the  present  ques- 
tion. Here  the  difficulties  which  are  supposed  to  exist,  causing  estrange- 
ment and  ill-feeling  between  the  witness  and  Mr.  Beecher,  were  connected 
with  the  very  subject  of  litigation  in  this  action;  and  if,  in  a  controversy  be- 
tween the  witness  and  Mr.  Beecher,  3Ir.  Beecher  is  permitted  to  make  dec- 
larations which  arc  material  to  the  main  issue,  which  directly  affect  the  inter- 
ests of  Mr.  Tilton  in  this  litigation,  why,  your  Honor  will  perceive  that  by 
that  mode  of  inquiry  upon  a  collateral  question  Mr.  Beecher  is  peruiitted  to 
introduce  his  own  declarations  to  a  third  party  against  us,  when  we  were  not 
present.  If  necessary,  sir,  if  you  will  permit  me,  I  wiQ  look  a  moment  to  the 
opinion,  which  may  be  fuller  than  the  marginal  notes.  The  opinion  says, 
sir: 

**The  evidence  proposed  to  be  given  by  the  answer  to  so  much  of  the 
question  as  was  excluded  was  in  no  way  material  or  pertinent  to  the  issue 
found  between  the  parties  and  which  formed  the  subject  of  the  trial.  Its 
materiality  consisted  solely  in  its  bearing  upon  the  credit  due  to  the  plaintiff 
as  a  witness,  and  was,  therefore,  collateral  in  its  nature.  Inquiries  of  this 
character  must  necessarily  be  limited  and  restricted  in  their  nature,  other- 
wise the  trial  of  issues  upon  pleadings  would  be  often  so  far  extended  by 

*  This  case  has  never  b»*on  officially  reported.  Compare  on  the  point  in 
question  DuboU  v.  Baker  (30  N.  Y.  355),  where  the  details  of  a  collateral  litigft. 
ti<m  were  held  competent  lo  show  the  bias  of  the  witness. 
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them  as  to  obscure  the  real  points  involved  in  the  controversy,  and  obscure  the 
mind  of  the  jurors  called  upon  to  decide  thera.  The  object  of  such  inquiries 
is  to  show,  that  the  witness  may  be  giving  his  testimony  under  some  feelinp: 
or  impulse  inconsistent  with  an  impartial  disclosure  of  the  truth.  It  is  not 
material  to  inquire  after  the  particular  process  or  the  detail  of  circumstances 
by  means  of  which  that  feeling  may  have  been  produced.  For  the  fact 
itself,  is  all  that  the  case  can  require  to  be  proved,  and  all  that  the  law  will 
]>ermit  to  l)e  shown.  The  discovery  of  the  motive  under  which  tlie  witness 
may,  at  the  time,  be  giving  his  evidence,  is  the  end  and  object  to  be  attained. 
And  that  can  always  be  accomplished  by  the  direct  inquiry  concerning  its  ex- 
istence or  concerning  the  facts  themselves,  ordinarily  indicating  the  existence 
of  improper  motives.  It  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  difficulty,  affecting  his 
feelings  and  likely  to  influence  his  evidence,  exists  between  the  witness  and 
the  party  it  may  be  given  against,  and  that  can  always  be  done  without  pur- 
suing a  detailed  inquiry  into  the  circumstances  attending  its  development.** 

That  authority,  sir,  very  abundantly  sustains  the  proposition  which  I  submit- 
ted to  your  Honor  yesterday,  and  which  will  be  at  once  recognized  as  law. 
Now,  it  may  be  said,  sir,  that  this  letter  of  Mr.  Beech er,  of  August  4th,  neces- 
sarily came  under  the  observation  of  Mr.  Tilton,  at  the  time  he  was  engaged 
mutually  with  Mr.  Moulton  in  preparing  the  reply  to  that  instrunient.  It 
will  be  for  your  Honor's  consideration  how  far  the  presentation  of  that  letter 
to  Mr.  Tilton — if  it  was  submitted  to  him,  which  does  not  yet  appear — and 
how  far  his  acceptance  or  repudiation  of  the  statements  of  that  letter  may  be 
admissible.  Certainly,  sufficient  yet  has  not  been  given  to  allow  the  produc- 
tion of  that  letter  under  that  aspect  of  the  question. 

Mr.  Evarta. — This  letter,  as  I  understand  it,  is  not  objected  to. 

JuDOE  Neilson. — The  letter  written  jointly  ? 

Mr,  Evarts. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach, — ^I  object  to  tliat  letter,  sir,  or  to  any  part  of  that  letter  which 
in  your  Honor's  opinion — if  you  will  be  kind  enough  to  scrutinize  it — will 
lay  any  foundation  for  the  introduction  of  Mr.  Beecher's  letter. 

Judge  Neilson. — So  I  understand,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarts. — May  I  read  the  letter  ? 

JuDQE  NsiLsoN. — You  are  at  liberty  to  read  the  letter  which  was  written 
jointly. 

Mr,  BharU. — [Reading] : 

"  49  Kemsen  Street,  Brookltn,  August  5,  1874. 
••  Bev.  Henry  Ward  Beech  er: 

**  My  Dear  Sir  — In  all  our  acquaintance  and  friendship  I  have  never  received 
from  you  a  letter  or  the  tone  of  yours  of  August  4th.  It  seems  unlike  yourself, 
and  to  have  been  inspired  hy  the  same  ill-advisers  whu  have  so  lamentably  car- 
ried your  private  affairs  before  a  committee  of  your  church  and  thence  before 
the  public. 

'*Iu  reply  let  me  remind  you  that  during  the  whole  of  the  past  four  years  all 
the  documeotfl  notes  and  memoranda  whicli  you  and  Mr.  Tilton  have  entrusted 
to  me  have  been  so  entrusted  because  they  had  a  reference  to  your  mutual  differ- 
ences.    1  hold  no  papers  either  of  yours  or  his  except  such  as  bear  on  this  case. 

**You  speak  of  *  memoranda  of  affairs  not  immediately  connected  with  Mr. 
Tilton's  matters.'  You  probably  allude  here  to  the  memoranda  of  your  ditficul- 
tie6  with  Mr.  Bowen,  but  these  have  a  direct  reference  to  your  present  case  with 
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Mr.  Tilton  and  were  deposited  with  me  by  you  because  of  sucli  reference,  Yoa 
Mpeak  al»»o  of  a  letter  or  two  from  your  brother  and  wister,  and  I  am  sure  you 
have  not  forjjotten  the  apprehension  whicli  we  *»ntertained  lest  Mrs.  Hooker 
should  fulfill  a  design  which  she  foreshadowed  to  invade  your  pulpit  and  read 
10  your  congregation  a  confession  of  your  intimacy  with  Mrs.  Tilton. 

"You  speak  of  other  papers,  which  I  hold  'subject  to  your  wishes.*  I 
hold  none  such  nor  do  1  hold  any  subject  to  Mr.  Tilton's  wishes.  The  papers 
which  I  hold,  both  yours  and  his,  were  not  given  to  me  to  be  subject  to  the 
wishes  of  either  of  the  parties.  But  the  very  object  of  my  holding  them  has 
been  and  still  is  to  prevent  the  wish  of  one  party  from  being  injurioasly  exer- 
cised against  the  other. 

"  You  are  incorrect  in  saying  that  Mr.  Tilton  has  had  access  to  my  *  depository 
of  materials.'  On  the  amtrary  I  have  refused  Mr.  Tilton  such  access.  During 
the  preparation  of  his  sworn  statement  he  came  to  me  and  said  his  case  would 
be  incomplete  unless  1  permitted  him  use  of  all  the  documents  but  I  refused ; 
and  all  he  could  rely  upcm  were  such  notes  as  he  had  made  from  time  to  time 
from  writings  of  yours  which  you  had  written  to  me  to  be  read  to  him  and  pas- 
sages of  which  he  caught  from  my  lips  in  short  hand.  Mr.  Tilton  has  seen  only 
a  part  of  the  i)Hpers  in  my  possession  and  would  be  more  surprised  to  learn  the 
entire  facts  of  the  case  than  you  c^n  possibly  be. 

•'  What  idle  rumors  may  have  existed  in  newspaper  offices  I  know  not;  but 
they  have  not  comw  from  me. 

**  In  closing  your  letter  you  say  *  I  do  not  ask  you  to  place  before  the  Commit' 
tee  any  papers  which  Mr.  Tilton  may  have  given  you  but  1  do  demand  that  you 
forthwith  place  before  the  Committee  every  paper  which  I  have  written  or 
deposited  with  you.'  In  reply  I  can  only  say  that  I  can  not  justly  place  before 
the  Committee  the  papers  ot  one  of  the  parties  without  doing  the  same  with  the 
papers  of  the  other  and  1  can  not  do  this  honorably  except  eitlier  by  legal  pro- 
cess compelling  me  or  eLse  i>y  consent  in  writing  not  only  of  yourself  but  of  Mr. 
Tilton  with  whom  1  shall  confer  on  the  subject  as  sjseedily  as  possible. 

*'  You  will  1  trust  see  a  greater  spirit  of  justice  in  this  reply  than  you  have 
infused  into  your  unusual  letter  of  Aug.  4th. 

"  Very  respectfully, 

"Francis  D.  Moultosi.'* 

[Letter  marked  *'  Exhibit  1),  0."] 

Mr.  EvarU, — Now,  we  offer  the  letter  to  which  that  is  an  answer,  it  having 

been  communicated  to  Mr.  Tilton,  read  by  him,  and  quoted  from  by  him  as 
parts  of  his  (Mr.  Tilton's)  written  reply,  to  be  signed  by  Moulton. 

Mr.  Beach, — That  statement  may  probably  be  assumed  to  be  true,  sir, 
from  what  has  already  appeared;  bat  still  it  is  not  in  evidence,  and  I  think 
it  should  appear  by  the  direct  examination  of  the  witness  before  we  with- 
draw our  objection  to  its  introduction.  Whether  the  contents  were  brought 
to  his  observation — submitted  to  him — I  don't  know.  It  will  be  easy  to  prove 
it  if  it  is  a  fact. 

Judge  Nkilson. — Suppose  you  interrogate  him  on  that  subject. 

Mr.  Evartu, — I  dare  say,  your  Honor,  that  it  is  proper  that  it  should  oe 
done,  but  I  make  this  suggestion,  as  there  is  no  pretense  that  there  was  any 
other  letter  of  the  4th  of  August  from  Mr.  Beecher;  and  as  tliis  letter  which  I 
have  read,  every  word  of  which  was  written  by  Mr.  Tilton,  is  an  answer  in 
terms  referring  to  the  date  of  Mr.  Beech er's  letter — his  unusual  letter — and 
making  three  separate  quotations  from  it,  on  every  principle  of  evidence  that 
has  ever  been  practiced  upon  in  a. civil  or  criminal  suit,  the  writer  of  an  an- 
swer to  a  letter  is  affected  with  a  knowledge  of  the  letter  which  he  is  answer- 
ing. Now,  I  submit  to  your  Honor  that  it  is  but  an  idle  form  to  proceed  any 
further. 
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Mr,  Beach, — That  would  be  true,  sir,  if  the  letter  to  which  the  reply  is 
made  wns  addressed  to  the  party  making  the  reply,  or  if  the  whole  of  the 
letter  had  been  quoted  in  the  reply.  Here  are  two  parties  engaged  in  pre- 
paring this  answer.  It  does  not  appear  that  Mr.  Tilton  wrote  the  whole  of 
the  answer,  or  that  he  did  not  write  portions  of  it  at  the  dictation  of  Mr. 
.Moulton.  It  does  not  appear,  but  the  quotations  in  the  answer  were  given  by 
Mr.  Moulton  to  Mr.  Tilton  to  l)e  incorporated  in  it;  and  it  is  those,  perhaps, 
somewhat  technical  mutters,  which,  I  insist,  ought  to  appear  before  the 
whole  of  Mr.  Beecher's  letter  is  permitted  to  be  read. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  think  it  is  proper  to  interrogate  the  witness  on  that 
subject. 

Mr.  EcarU. — Does  your  Honor  rule  that  this  letter  is  not  admissible  with- 
out an  interrogation  ? 

JuDOE  Keilson. — I  expressed  a  wish,  sir,  that  he  should  be  asked  that 
question. 

Mr,  Porter. — Did  Mr.  Tilton  see  the  letter  from  which  he  quoted  these 
passages  in  the  reply  ?    A.  I  think  he  did,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach. — Wait  one  moment,  sir.  I  object  to  that  question  as  assuming 
that  Mr.  Tilton  quoted  these  passages  in  the  reply. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Tilton  quote  these  passages  in  the  reply  ?  A.  They  were 
quoted  in  the  reply  which  was  made  by  Mr.  Tilton  and  myself.  The  reply 
was  jointly  Mr.  Tilton's  and  my  own. 

Q.  And  the  letter  was  before  you  from  which  the  extracts  were  taken  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Acd  the  reply  to  the  letter  was  made  with  reference  to  the  letter  to 
which  it  was  a  reply  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  By  you  and  by  Mr.  Tilton  ?    A.  By  Mr.  Tilton  and  myself. 

Judge  Neilson. — And  the  contents  of  the  letter  known  to  both  of  you  t 
A.  Known  to  both  of  us ;  yes,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — Now,  I  think  the  letter  may  come  in.* 

Mr.  Beach, — Yes,  sir ;  I  think  it  is  competent. 

Mr.  EvarU. — Have  you  the  original  ? 

Mr.  Morris. — I  can  not  find  it.     You  may  read  from  the  copy. 

Mr.  EtarU. — We  will  read  it,  but  still  we  want  to  see  all  these  original  papers. 

Mr.  Morris. — I  will  find  it  at  my  leisure. 

Mr.  EearU — We  have  not  seen  these  papers.  The  other  side  have  seen 
them  all.     I  would  like  to  see  them. 

Mr.  Morris. — All  the  papers  that  we  have  we  will  furnish. 

Mr,  Beach, — You  saw  this  one — your  own  letter,  I  suppose. 

Mr.  Morris, — They  have  served  a  subpoena  upon  us,  and  I  have  requested 
them  to  make  a  list  of  the  papers  that  they  want,  and  I  give  them  notice 
again,  or  they  will  have  to  wait  until  we  can  find  it. 

•In  Stone  v.  Sviborn  (104  Mass.  319  [1870J  Opinion  by  Gray,  J.)  it  was  held 
that  a  party  may  put  iu  evidence  a  letter  containing  admissions  material  to  the 
case  without  putting  in  the  whole  correspondence.  Thou^rh  if  letters  thus  intro- 
daoed  showed  that  they  were  written  iu  reply  to  other  letters,  the  party  may 
duohtless  give  in  evidence  those  letters  too,  as  teiidiiig  to  explain  the  replies. 

Barry  more  v.  Taylor  (1  Esp.  320)  is  to  the  same  ufuict  on  the  first  point. 
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Judge  Nbilbon. — I  think  it  will  be  well,  Mr.  Shearman,  to  make  » 
list. 

Mr.  Porter, — [Reading]: 

"Brooklyn,  August  4, 1874. 
"  F.  D.  MouLTON,  Esq  : — 

"  Sir — Your  letter,  bearing  date  August  4,  1874,  is  this  moment  received. 
Allow  me  to  express  my  regret  and  astonishment  that  you  refuse  me  permission 
eveu  to  see  certain  letters  and  papers  in  your  possession,  relating  to  tho  charges 
made  against  me  by  Tlu'odore  Tilton,  and  at  the  reasons  given  for  the  refusal. 

*•  On  your  solemn  and  repealed  a^ssurances  of  personal  friendjjhip,  and  in  the 
unquestioning  confidence  witii  which  you  inspired  me  of  >our  honor  and  fidelity, 
I  placed  in  your  hands  for  i«afe-keeping  various  letters  addressed  to  me  from  my 
brother,  my  sister,  and  various  other  parties  ;  also  memoranda  of  affairs  not  im- 
mediately c(Uiuected  with  Mr.  Tilton's  matters.  I  also  from  time  to  time 
addressed  you  confidential  notes  relating  to  my  own  self  as  one  friend  would 
write  to  another.  These  papers  were  never  placed  in  your  handd  to  be  held  for 
two  parties,  nor  to  be  us»ed  in  any  way.  They  were  to  be  held  for  me.  1  did  not 
wi.sh  them  to  be  subject  to  risk  of  loss  or  scattering,  from  my  careless  habits  in 
the  manner  of  preserving  documents.  They  were  to  be  held  for  me.  In  so  far 
as  these  papers  were  concerned,  you  were  only  a  friendly  trustee,  holding  papers 
subject  to  my  wishes. 

*' Mr.  Tilton  has  made  a  deadly  assault  upon  me,  and  haf.  used  letters  and 
fragments  of  letters  purporting  to  De  copies  of  these  papers.  Are  these  extracts 
geuuineV  Are  theygaroled?  What  are  their  dates?  Wh»t,  if  anything,  has 
been  left  out,  and  what  put  in  ? 

*•  You  refuse  my  demand  for  these  papers  on  the  varioub  pleas  that  if  I  speak 
the  truth  in  my  statement,  1  do  not  need  them :  that  it'  J  make  a  succesf^ful  use 
of  them,  it  will  be  an  injury  to  Mr.  Tilton,  and  that  you,  as  a  friend  of  both 
parties,  are  bound  not  to  aid  either  in  any  act  that  shall  injure  the  other. 

'*  Hut  1  do  not  d.sire  to  injure  any  one,  but  to  repel  an  injury  attempted  upon 
me  by  the  use  of  papt*rs  committed  sacredly  to  your  care.  These  documents 
have  been  seen  and  copied ;  they  have  been  hawked  for  sale  in  New  York  news- 
paper offices  ;  what  purport  to  be  my  confidential  notes  to  you  are  on  the  market. 
But  when  1  demand  a  sight  of  the  originals  of  papers  of  which  you  are  only  a 
trustee,  that  1  may  defend  myself,  you  refuse,  because  you  are  the  friend  of 
both  parties! 

"  Mr.  Tilton  has  access  to  your  depository  for  materials  with  which  to  strike 
me,  but  1  am  not  permitted  to  use  them  in  defending  myself  ! 

"  I  do  not  ask  to  place  before  the  Committee  any  papers  which  Mr.  Tilton  may 
have  given  you.  But  i  do  demand  that  you  forthwith  place  before  the  Commit- 
tee every  paper  which  I  have  written  or  deposited  with  you, 

*•  Yours  truly, 

**  H.  W.  Beechkr." 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  D,  7  "] 

Mr.  Porter, — Have  you  the  account,  Mr.  Moulton  ?  A.  Yes,  air.  Which 
one,  sir. 

Q.  Both,  if  you  please.  A.  There  is  the  first  one — ^Mr.  Tilton's — ud 
there  is  the  other  [producing  papers]. 

Q.  This  is  a  transcript  of  the  account  of  your  firm  with  Theodore  Tiltoa  f 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  It  is  a  correct  transcript  of  that  account,  and  of  the  whole  of  itt  A. 
1  believe  it  to  be  so,  sir;  our  accountant  made  it. 

Mr.  Porter, — ^I  will  introduce  in  evidence  first  the  account  of  Theodora 
Tilton  with  Woodruff  and  Robinsons.     I  will  ask  Mr.  HiU  to  read  iL 

Mr,  £fi^/.— [Reading.] 
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Thro.  Tilton  in  acct.  with  Woodruvp  &  Robinson. 

1871,  [Debit.] 

Feb.     8— To  Cash $600  00 

13—    do        600  00 

24—    do        600  00 

Mar.     4—    do        500  00 

8—    do        1.600  00 

May     1—    do        500  00 

Nov.  15—    do        1.113  62 

*     26—    do        250  00 

1872. 

Jan.  29—    do        1,000  00 

Apl.    20-    do        15  00 

May  27—    do        100  00 

"     27—    do        100  00 

"     27—    do        600  00 

June    8—    do        600  00 

"    11— F.  Woodruff  guard,  int.  on  B.  &  M 240  63 

July    8— Cash 250  00 

Aug.  12--   do 1,200  00 

••    22-   do 300  00 

Sept.  1—   do 1.843  91 

Nov.    8— F.  Woodruff  guard,  int.  on  B.  &  M 297  50 

"      8-('a»li 500  00 

Dec.  27—  do 600  00 

1873 

Apl.  21—   do 170  48 

$12,981  15 

1871.  [Credit.] 

Jan.    7— ByCaah $4.004  08 

May    1— By  Bal.  Interest  on  acc't 45  21 

Nov.  13-By  Cash 600  00 

"    29-    do        250  00 

1872. 

Jan.  24-    do         1.000  00 

Apl.    6-    do        7,000  00 

May  28—    do        100  00 

Nov.   8— Bv  BaL  Interest  on  acc't 71  26 

Apl.  21—   do            do        10  65 

$12,981  15 
[Paper  marked  "  Exhibit  D.  8."] 

Mr,  Fallerton, — Balancing  the  account  ? 

Mr,  Hill, — They  balance. 

Q.  The  other  paper  which  you  produce  purports  to  be  a  statement  of  re 
ceiptB  and  disbursements  of  money  received  from  H.  W.  Beecher  by  F.  D 
Moulton;  is  this  a  correct  statement  of  those?  A.  It  is  a  correct  statement, 
sir,  as  far  as  our  lK>oks  are  concerned ;  I  think  that  there  are  one  or  two 
checks  left  oat ;  I  can  not  say  that  there  are»  but  my  impression — nv»t  checks, 
but  currency  ;  currency;  I  think  there  were  two  payments  to  me  in  curreney 
besides  that  account. 

Mr,  Porter. — This  I  offer  in  evidence. 

Mr,  Hill. — [Reading.]    This  is  a  statement  of  moneys  received  and  dit- 
boned  from  H.  W.  Bceclier  by  F.  D.  Muulton  : 
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ruth  Dftf. 


On  the  Debit  Side, 

1871. 

July  19— Paid  Rev.  C.  C.  Beatty.  check $156  27 

Aug.  19—    "     Mrs.  Theo.  Tilton       *     150  00 

1872. 

Jan.  19 **              '*            "            "     50  00 

May  28—    * '     Rev.  A.  M.  Read,  check  .\\\  \  \ '.  \ '. !  *.  219  70 

"    28—    ••     Mrs.  T.  Tilton 25  00 

July    8—    "     Rev.  A-.  M.  Read 118  12 

Oct.  24— Paid  Mrs.  T.  Tilton 50  00 

1873. 

Mar.     7—    -     Rev.  C.  C.  Beattv.  check 245  00 

April  5—    •♦     Mrs.  T.  Tilton.  bal'ce  of  $500 255  00 

May    3—    "     Theo.  Tilton,  check ..  1,000  00 

July  11—    "     Tilton,  indorsed  by  O.  W.  Ruland, 

attorney,  check. '. 650  00 

Aug.  15—    ••     to  Theo.  tilton,  check 250  00 

Sep.  12—    "            "            ••        **       500  00 

«    30—    "            *'            «*        •«       500  00 

Dec.    9—   "            •*            •*        "       260  00 

"     16—"        A.  M.  RcAd,  check 200  00 

1874. 
Feb.  24—    "        Theodore  Tilton,  Mrs.  T.T.,  cashed 

for  check.. 500  00 

M'ch.30— Paid   Theodore    Tilton.    O.  W.  Ruland. 

check 400  00 

May    2 — Paid    Theodore  Tilton,  indorsed  Golden 

Affe,  by  O.   W.  Ruland,    attor- 
ney   260  00 

"    26—    "      Theodore  Tilton,  check 300  00 

Footing,  in  pencil $6,078  15 

1871.  The  CredU  Side, 

June 26— Received  check,  H.  W.  Beecher $166  85 

Nov.  14—        "            ''of               "           150  00 

1872. 

May  31—        "            "                    "           294  76 

1878 

Feb.  18—        •*            '*                   -           500  00 

May    2—        "        cash 5,000  00 

In  pencil,  footing $6,100  61 

[Paper  marked  "  Exhibit  D,  9."] 

Mr.  Beach  (smiling). — So  it  hcems  Mr.  Beecher  has  a  balance  there  yet  ? 

Mr,  Porter. — From  what  is  this  statement  taken — ^I  refer  to  the  one  last  in- 
troduced in  evidence  ?    A.  From  the  ledger  of  Woodruff  &  Robinson. 

Q.  The  entries  were  made  at  the  time  of  the  respective  dates  in  the  booki 
of  your  firm  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  the  title  of  the  account  in  the  book  that  which  appears  in  the  paper! 
A.  What  is  the  title  there,  sir;  I  don't 

Q.  '*  Statement  of  accounts,"  &c.?  A.  No,  sir;  it  is  taken  from  my  ac- 
count on  the  ledger,  ''Francis  D.  Moulton,"  I  judge — ^from  my  account;  from 
my  own  individual  account,  sir. 

Q.  Could  you  bring  the  book  and  explain,  or  will  it  be  necessary  ?  A. 
The  accountant  will  come,  sir,  or  tne  books. 

Q.  If  you  will  do  that,  be  kind  enough  to  do  so  to-morrow;  it  will  take 


Jan.  19,  1875.]  CROSS-EXAMINATION.  8^7 

less  time  tn  explain.  A.  Have  the  accountant  or  the  books,  sir?  You  need 
the  cash  book  and  the  ledger,  then — you  will  need  several  cash  books — cash 
books  and  the  ledger. 

Mr.  Porter. — Oh!  I  guess  we  won't  want  anything  but  the  ledger;  just 
the  ledger,  in  order  to  show  how  it  appeared. 

Mr,  Bt'tieh, — I  understand  the  witness  to  say  that  this  is  extracted  from 
his  account  with  the  lirm.  I  understand  that;  but  we  would  like  to  see  how  it 
Qntered  into  his  account.  It  is  only  a  matter  of  explanation;  it  is  much  more 
simply  done  by  liavini;  the  book  here  than  it  is  by  taking  the  pen  and 

The  WUncHii. — I  can't  tell  you  exactly  how  it 

Mr.  Porter, — How  does  it  hapi)cn  that  all  the  sums  which  were  received 
from  Mr.  Beechcr  don't  appear  ?  A.  My  impression  is,  sir,  that  I  received 
some  currency  from  him  that  I  immediately  paid  out,  and  which  I  did  not 
deposit  there  and  draw  from. 

Mr.  Bcarh. — That  you  did  not  deposit  ?    A.  That  I  did  not  deposit. 

Mr.  Porter. — There  were  several  instances  of  that  kind  ?  A.  I  don't  know 
that  there  were  several ;  I  think  there  were  one  or  two ;  I  won't  be  certain 
about  it. 

Q.  Have  you  any  means  of  ascertaining  the  amounts  ?  A.  No,  sir;  nothing 
but  an  impression  that  I  have. 

Q.  Have  you  kept  no  memorandum  ?  A.  No,  sir;  that  is  the  memorandum 
as  far  as  I  have  any,  sir;  I  have  no  other. 

Q.  This,  then,  is  not  in  your  books  a  continuous  account  in  respect  to  the 
five  thousand  dollars,  as  well  as  the  other  matters  which  you  say  were  an 
account  of  these  ?    A.  It  is  not  in  what  ? 

Q.  It  is  not  a  continuous;  an  intermingled  account?  A.  It  is  an  inter- 
mingled account;  yes,  sir.  As  I  received  the  checks,  I  had  the  money  de- 
)>osited  to  my  credit.  The  dates  there  will  show.  The  dates  and  the  checks 
will  show  when  the  amounts  are  placed  to  my  credit. 

Judge  Neilson. — Were  there  intermediate  deposits  in  other  matters  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir;  there  mi^ht  have  been. 

Jfidi/e  Port^. — If  tlie  books  were  kept  as  an  account  between  you  and  the 
finn,  how  was  it  indicated  that  the  transactions  related  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A. 
A  memorandum  was  put  down  there,  sir. 

Q.  And  is  that  memorandum  transcribed  here  in  full  ?  A.  I  presume  it 
is,  sir. 

Mr.  Bench. — Oh  1  no ;  I  guess  not. 

The  Witnesit. — ^I  received  the  account  with  a  letter  from  Mr.  Eddy,  our 
accountant,  stating  that  he  had  taken  off  the  account;  I  have  not  examined  it. 

Q.  If  you  would  be  kind  enough  to  look  at  it  between  now  and  to-mor- 
row— you  have  one  copy  of  this,  I  suppose?    A.  No,  sir;  I  have  not. 

Q.  I  thought  Mr.  Tilton  had  one  in  pencil  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton  has  one  in 
pencil,  of  his  own;  this  is  another  matter;  Mr.  Tilton  has  a  memorandum 
of  the  account  with  me. 

Mr.  Beach. — This  can  not  be  an  account  from  the  book.  For  instance,  the 
first  charge,  **Paid  Rcy.  C.  C.  Bcatty,  check " 

Mr.  Ecarts. — We  shall  have  to  have  the  books;  we  need  not  detain  them. 


6^  TESTIMONY    OF    F,     D.    MOULTON,  [11th  Day. 

Mr,  Beach, — There  is  nothing  here  to  show  that  the  checks  which  you 
paid  to  Beatty,  or  to  the  Rev.  Mr.  Read,  were  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir;  you  will  find  correspondinor  amounts  to  the  credit  of  the  accooot 
there— to  my  credit;  the  checks  that  I  paid  were  paid  to  C.  C . 

Q.  What  is  there  on  the  books  to  show  that  the  checks  paid  to  the  Rev. 
Mr.  Beatty  or  Mr.  Read  were  paid  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Beecher,  or  out  of  the 
Beecher  account  ?     A.  What  is  there  on  t!ie  book  to  show  that  ? 

Mr.  P&rter. — Yes. 

The  Witness, — There's  no  other  money  for  it  to  come  from  but  Mr. 
Beecher's  money.  That  account  was  paid  from  no  other  money  but  the 
money  that  Mr.  Beecher  gave  me, 

Mr.  Evaris, — The  books  do  not  show  that. 

T/ie  Witness, — The  books  show,  I  think,  that  the  entry  on  the  book  is, 
**Paid,  C.  C.  Beatty."     Now,  then,  what  is 

Mr,  Evarts, — But,  what  is  there  on  the  books  to  show  that  that  is  for  Mr. 
Beecher  ?  A.  The  credit  on  the  book  to  me  is  a  check  from  Mr.  Beecher. 
sir;  you  will  find  it  on  the  credit  account. 

Q.  Correspondinfj  in  amount  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  corresponding  in  amount. 

Q.  In  that  way?  A.  Yes,  sir;  if  you  will  allow  me,  Mr.  Porter.  I  will 
try  and  indicate  what  I  mean  from  the  paper  itself.  For  instance,  to  my 
credit  there  is  placed  a  check,  June  26th,  $155.85;  paid  Rev.  C.  C.  Beatty, 
$155.27.  Then  there  is  received  a  check  from  H.  W.  Beecher,  $150;  paid 
Mr.*.  Theodore  Tilton,  $150.  Then  there  is  paid  Mrs.  Theodore  Tilton,  $50; 
paid  Rev.  A.  M.  Read,  ^219.76;  paid  Mrs.  Theodore  Tilton,  $25,  and  re- 
ceived from  Mr.  Beecher,  ^294.76  to  offset  that.  Then  there  is  received  dif- 
ferent sums  credited  to  me,  $500,  and  that  is  paid  to  C.  C.  Beatty,  $245,  and 
to  Mrs.  Theodore  Tilton,  $255,  which  offsets  that  $500,  and  the  account 
balances.  Then  you  come  to  the  $5,000;  paid  Theodore  Tilton,  May  3rd, 
$1,000  on  that;  July  11th,  $650,  paid  Theodore  Tilton,  endorsed  *'0.  W. 
Ruland,  attorney,"  $650 — and  August  15th  paid  $250— all  that  comes  out  of 
the  $5,000.  Then  $500,  $260;  X,  M.  Read,  $200;  Theodore  Tilton,  cash  for 
Mrs  T.,  $500;  Theo<lore  Tilton,  endorsed  by  Ruland,  $400,  and  so  on  down, 
BO  that  it  leaves  a  balance  in  Mr,  Beecher's  favor  here  of — I  don't  know  how 
much  it  was,  sir,  to  balance. 

Mr.  Beach.— %22  ?     A.  $22. 

Mr.  Porter. — Is  there  in  the  accounts  of  your  firm,  in  any  part,  anythinj: 
to  show  the  transactions  between  you  and  Mr.  Tilton  not  embraced  in  these 
two  papers  ?    A.  Between  myself  personally  and  Mr.  Tilton?    No,  sir. 

Q.  If  I  understand  you,  there  was  no  account  between  your  firm  and  Mr. 
Beecher?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  At  any  time?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Nor  between  you  and  Mr.  Beecher  on  the  books  of  the  firm  ?  A.  No,  sir. 

Mr,  Bt'trJi. — Yes,  sir;  but  not  in  Mr.  Beecher's  name?  A.  Not  in  Mr. 
Beecher's  name. 

Mr,  Porter,— Wq\\  there  is  this  which  is  in  his  own  name.  The  occasion 
for  its  appearing  upon  the  books  of  the  firm  arose  only  when  the  moneys  yon 
received  were  deposited  by  you  witli  the  firm  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  And  when  the  moneys  paid  out  were  paid  by  checks  of  the  firm  t  A. 
Yes,  sir ;  or  by  currency  of  the  firm. 

Q.  Or  by  currency  ?     A.  Or  by  currency. 

Q.  Of  the  firm  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  they  were  paid  out  of  the  currency  from  Mr.  Beecher,  they  did 
not  appear  in  the  books  of  the  firm — where  you  made  a  ))ayment  from  funds  re- 
ceived from  Mr.  Beecher  which  had  not  gone  to  the  firm,  there  is  no  entry 
anywhere  with  regard  to  them  ?  A.  No,  sir;  when  I  received  currency — let 
me  see  if  I  understand  your  question  by  my  answer,  sir — if  I  received  currency 
from  Mr.  Beecher,  and  paid  it  out  immediately  and  did  not  deposit  it  with 
the  firm,  then  there  would  be  no  account  of  it. 

Q.  So  that  there  is  no  complete  account  in  existence,  so  far  as  you  are 
aware  ?    A.  Unless  that  be  a  complete  account. 

Q.  And  this,  you  think,  is  incomplete?  A.  I  stated,  sir,  that  there  is 
an  impression  in  my  mind  that  I  received  from  Mr.  Beecher  twice  money  that 
is  not  there. 

Q.  Are  you  able  to  say  that  you  did  not  do  so  three  times  ?  A.  Oh  I  If  I 
should  undertake  to  state  the  truth  I  should  state  it  in  that  way  that  I  did  not 
three  times. 

Q.  Well,  are  you  able  to?  Y«m  put  it  hypothetically  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I 
should  say  that  I  had  not  three  times. 

Q.  Can  you  state  the  amounts  on  those  two  occasions  ?  A.  I  can  not,  sir. 
I  think  on  one  of  the  occasions  there  was  $300 — no,  sir. 

Q.  And  the  other  a  larger  or  less  sum,  should  you  think  ?  A.  I  should 
think  it  was  about  the  same;  perhaps  $500;  I  think  there  was  one  of  $500. 

Q.  Making  the  total  amount  received  from  Mrs.  Beecher  $6,878.15.  A. 
Wliatever  makes  the  total  amount,  sir. 

Q.  $6,900.  I  will  now  ask  you  a  few  questions  in  regard  to  the  other 
account,  returning  to  this  at  a  later  stage  of  the  exauiination.  You  received 
from  Mr.  Tilton,  I  nerceive,  by  this  account,  on  the  7th  of  January,  1671, 
$4,000  ? 

^fr.  Fullerton. — That  is  the  other  account. 

Mr.  Porter.— Yes,  sir,  $4,004.03.  [To  the  witness]:  The  first  draft  made 
upon  that  was  on  the  3d  of  February,  $500;  did  the  $5,000  received  from  Mr. 
Beecher  enter  into  this  account  in  any  form  ?  A.  I  don't  think  it  did,  sir;  if 
you  will  allow  me,  I  will  see  whether  it  did  or  not  on  that  paper. 

Q.  I  presume  it  did  not.  A.  I  don't  think  it  is  in  there,  sir;  it  is  not 
there. 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  Mr.  Tilton  had  before  transacted  his  financial  mat- 
ters, whether  with  banks  or  bankers  ?  A.  I  think  he  had  money  in  bank  and 
Taoney  with  individuals. 

Q.  But  never  with  your  firm  until  then?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  How  was  this  $4,000  deposited  ?  A.  It  was  money  which  Mr.  Tilton 
gave  to  me  to  be  deposited. 

Q.  Was  it  in  currency  or  in  checks  ?  A.  I  think  very  likely  it  was  in 
checks,  sir;  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  On  tlie  5th  of  April,  I  observe,  there  was  a  deposiLwith  your  firm  of 
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$7,000;  do  you  remember  whether  that  was  by  check  <»r  in  currency?  A. 
Mr.  Henry  C.  Bowen's  check;  it  was  either  Henrj-  C.  Bowen's  check  or  cur- 
rency «irawn  on  Henry  C.  Bowen's  check  and  deposited. 

Q.  When  was  The  Golden  Age  established  ?  A.  In  March,  I  think,  sir,  of 
1871. 

Q.  Who  was  the  proprietor  and  editor  of  that  paper  t  A.  Mr.  Tilton  was 
the  editor  of  the  paptr. 

Q.  Was  he  j)ubli8her  ?     A.  He  was  the  publisher. 

Q.  The  proprietor?  A.  Well,  the  proprietor — I  hardly  know  how  to 
answer  that  question;  Mr.  Tilton's  notes  were  given,  payable,  if  the  paper 
was  made  a  success,  to  the  parties  who  contributed  to  the  puper;  I  suppose  he 
might  be  called  the  proprietor  of  the  paper. 

Q.  Were  you  one  of  those  who  gave  notes  for  that  purpose  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Or  received  his  note,  I  should  say,  for  that  purpose!  A.  Yes,  sir;  I 
received  his  note. 

Q.  To  what  extent  were  you  a  contributor  ?  A.  I  think  I  contributed 
$1,500  at  that  time ;  subscribed  $3,000. 

Q.  How  is  that,  sir  ?     A.  I  subscribed  $3,000. 

Q.  You  paid  $l,i500  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  $1,500  was  paid  at  that  time. 

Q.  When  did  you  subscribe  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  the  date — in  the  be- 
ginning, when  subscriptions  were  made. 

Q.  Probably  shortly  before  the  paper  began,  before  the  publication  of  the 
paper?     A    I  shouM  think  it  was;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  pay  that  $1,500  ?  A.  I  don't  remember,  sir,  when  I 
paid  it;  I  haven't  any  means  of  stating  just  now;  I  will  find  out  for  you, mr. 

Q.  The  books  show  ?     A.  Yes,  sir ;  the  books 

Q.  You  have  no  idea  about  the  time  ?     A.  No ;  I  haven't. 

Q.  Nor  whether  it  was  that  year  ?     A.     Oh  !  it  was  that  year. 

Q.  Have  you  an  idea  whether  it  was  that  spring  ?    A.  I  think  it  was. 

Q.  Paid  it  in  cash  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  received  from  Mr.  Tilton  a  note  for  the  amount  ?  A.  Subse- 
quently ;  yes,  sir ;  which  I  returned  to  liim. 

Q.  When  did  you  receive  it  ?    A.  When  did  I  receive  the  note  f 

Q.  When  did  you  receive  it  ?  A.  I  can  not  tell  the  date  of  it,  sir;  I  have 
no* means  of  telling  just  now. 

Q.  The  note  came  immediately  after  you  had  sent  the  amount,  I  suppose? 
A.  The  notes  were  arranged  by  my  partner,  Mr.  WoodruflF,  sir ;  I  don't  know 
when  they  came :  they  were  arranged  for  me  as  for  all  the  rest,  as  for  himself. 

Q.  Was  the  other  $1,500  ever  paid  ?  A.  I  think  not,  sir  ;  we  gave  back 
the  notes  to  Mr.  Tilton,  and  made  the  whole  thing  a  gift,  so  that  he  became 
the  sole  proprietor  of  The  Golden  Age, 

Q.  That  was  after  he  had  published  the  Life  of  Victoria  Woodholl  ?  A. 
I  think  it  was;  I  would  not  be  certain  about  that,  though. 

Q.  You  will  not  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Mr»  Fullerton. — Well,  it  does  not  appear  that  he  published  the  Life  of 
Victoria  Woodhull  at  all  yet.  If  you  want  to  prove  that  you  most  prove  it 
in  some  other  way^ 
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Q.  What  interval  do  you  think  occurred  between  the  receipt  of  those 
notes  and  their  surrender  ?  A.  I  think  that  the  notes  were  surrendered  the 
latter  part  of  the  year.     I  think  I  can  ascertain  positively,  though,  for  you. 

Q.  Of  the  year  1871  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Were  they  surrendered  at  the  same  time  with  the  notes  of  other  con- 
tributors ?    A.  I  believe  they  were. 

Q.  What  was  Xhe  aggregate  of  the  contribution?  A.  I  do  not  remember 
what  the  aggregate  was. 

Q.  About  how  much  ? 

Mr.  Beach, — I  don't  perceive  the  materiality  of  this  inquiry,  if  your  Honor 
pleases. 

Mr.  Porter. — Its  materiality  will  appear  hereafter. 

Mr.  Beach, — ^Well,  wait  one  moment.  The  gentlemen  say  they  will  make 
it  material.  It  should  be  shown  to  be  material  now.  How  much  Mr.  Tilton 
was  aided  in  the  business  enterprise  of  publishing  The  Golden  Af/Cy  by  his 
friends,  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  material. 

Mr.  Evarts, — Not  by  itself,  it  is  not,  but  it  is  a  necessary  part  of  material 
evidence.  • 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  the  counsel  has  that  subject  about  exhausted; 
perhaps  he  had  better  finish  it. 

Mr.  Porter. — Just  that  point;  it  is  all  I  desire.  A.  About  $6,000  I  should 
think. 

Q.  Of  the  whole?     A.  About  $6,000;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  If  I  understand  you,  these  were  payable  only  in  case  it  should  prov*  a 
success  ?    A.  I  think  that 

Mr.  Beach. — One  moment. 

Mr.  Porter, — Did  it  prove  a  success  f 

Judge  Neilson.  — He  said  that. 

Mr.  Porter. — I  wanted  to  see  if  it  was  a  success. 

Mr,  Beach. — You  wanted  to  see  whether  you  understood  his  answer  by 
putting  another  questitm. 

Mr.  Porter, — Well,  I  put  that  now.  [To  the  Witness.]  Did  it  prove  a 
success  f 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  think  he  may  answer  that. 

Mr,  Porter. — Did  the  paper  prove  a  success  ?  A.  The  paper  was  carried 
on.  I  don't  know  whether  you  call  it  a  success  or  not ;  it  didn't — the  payment 
back — the  giving  back  of  these  notes  was  not  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
vision; it  was  in  accordance  with  the  idea  of  my  partner,  Mr.  Woodruff,  that 
Mr.  Tilton  had  better  be  the  sole  proprietor,  and  instead  of  running  upon 
obligation  any  larger  than  the  amount  he  had  already  incurred,  that  he  had 
better  undertake  to  run  the  paper  on  what  he  had,  and  own  it  himself,  so. 
that  the  property  was  given ;  so  that  the  money  was  given  outright  to  him ; 
that  is  the 

Q.  The  further  obligation  of  the  subscription  was  given  up  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  any  other  members  of  your  firm  separately  contribute  ?  A.  Yes, 
dr. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Well,  we  object  to  that,  if  the  court  please. 
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Mr,  Porter. — Well,  we  waive  that,  sir.  [To  the  witness.]  Did  you  lend 
anything  to  him  individually  ?  A.  I  have  from  time  to  time  let  him  have 
money;  yes,  I  think. 

Q.  Is  there  an  account  of  it  in  the  books  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Is  there  an  account  of  it  in  writing,  anywhere  ?  A.  No,  sir ;  I  don*t 
think  there  is;  when  I  found  he  wanted  money,  I  let  him  have  money  if  I 
had  it. 

Q.  lu  currency  ?  A.  Sometimes,  and  sometimes  in  checks ;  generally  in 
currency. 

Q.  Sometimes  in  checks  ?  A.  I  don*t  remember  that  I 1  don't  re- 
member whether 1  suppose  very  likely  there  is  some  in  checks ;  that  is, 

may  be. 

Q.  Have  you  those  checks  ?  A.  I  should  suppose  I  ought  to  have  them. 
Yes,  sir,  they  will  be  in  the  concern  ;  if  I  paid  him  any  money  in  checks,  that 
would  appear. 

Q.  I  ask  you  to  look  for  that.    A.  I  will. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — That  we  shall  object  to.     We  shall  object  to  that. 

Mr.  Morris. — Tlie  checks  for  30  or  40  millions  of  money  ?  It  will  take 
about  four  months. 

Mr.  Beach. — If  he  chooses  to  look  for  you,  of  course  we  shall  not  object 
to  it. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — But  we  shall  object  to  the  evidence  if  the  checks  are 
produced.  • 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  as  a  matter  of  courtesy,  the  witness  may  look. 

Mr.  FuUertan. — Well,  to  go  into  the  details  of  all  their  transactions  here, 
seems  to  me  to  be  out  of  place  entirely. 

Mr.  Porter. — Have  all  those  loans  been  repaid  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  any  of  them  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  During  what  periods  were  they  made  ?    A.  From  1871  down. 

Q.  To  what  period;  down  to  the  present  timet  A.  Yes,  sir;  down  to 
the  present  time;  not  very  much  lately. 

Q.  How  much  in  the  aggregate  ?    A.  I  really  could  not  tell  you,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  do  idea  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  have  not. 

Q.  Not  within  a  few  thousand  dollars  ?  A.  No,  sir;  they  don't  amount  to 
a  few  thousand  dollars;  they  don't  amount  to  over  a  few  thousand  dollars;  I 
should  not  tl  ink,  in  all,  over  $2,000 ;  I  don't  think. 

Q.  You  can  say  that  they  didn't  amount  to  over  $10,000?  A.  I  know 
they  didu't  amount  to  over  $10,000. 

Q.  Nor  over  five  ?    A.  Nor  over  five. 

Q.  Have  you  indorsed  for  him  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Nor  become  responsible  for  him  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  At  the  time  this  $5,000  was  paid  by  Mr.  Beecher,  can  you  tell  what 
was  the  amount  that  Mr.  Tilton  owed  to  your  firm  ?  A .  What  was  the 
amount  that  Mr.  Tilton  owed  to  our  firm  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  I  don't  think  he  owed  anything  to  our  firm. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  what  was  the  amount  he  owpd  to  you  ?    A.  I  can  not. 

Q.  Nor  approximately  ?    A.  No. 


Jan.  19, 1875.]  CBOaS-EXAMJNATlON.  588 

Q.  I  now  refer  to  the  subject  of  your  relations  with  those  parties  briefly — 
did  Mr.  Tilton  draw  checks  on  your  firm  ?    A.  Draw  checks  ?  No. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Tilton  draw  checks  on  your  firm  ?  A.  No ;  I  think  he  came 
down  for  the  money  when  he  wanted  it,  or  else  drew  a  draft.  I  don't  know 
precisely  how  he  did  draw  it  out. 

Q.  Drew  a  draft  ?    A.  I  think  very  likely ;  or  came  himself  for  our  check. 

Q.  Will  you  be  kind  enough  to  see  how  that  was,  if  there  are  the  drafts? 

Mr.  Beach, — I  think  you  had  better  give  him  a  memorandum  of  what  you 
want,  or  let  him  take  it,  for  he  certainly  won't  remember  all  those  requests. 

JAr.  Porter, — ^I  come  now  to  the  incidents  of  the  evening  of  December 
the  30tli ;  had  you  seen  Mr.  Tilton  that  day,  previous  to  your  interview  with 
him  in  the  evening  ?     A.  My  impression  is  that  I  had  not,  sir. 

Q.  lie  came  co  your  house  ?    A.  Tes,  sir. 

Q.  At  his  request  you  went  to  the  house  of  Mr.  Beecher  t      A.  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  On  your  arrival  there,  did  you  meet  Mr.  Beecher  at  the  door  ?  A.  I 
don't  remember  that  I  met  him  at  the  door. 

Q.  Did  you  when  you  met  him,  meet  him  in  a  kindly  spirit  ?  A.  I  saluted 
him,  sir,  us  one  gentleman  should  another. 

Q.  How  is  that  ?  A.  I  saluted  him  as  one  gentleman  should  another,  at 
the  time,  in  his  own  house. 

Q.  Were  you  peremptory  in  your  manner  ?  A.  I  told  him  Mr.  Tilton 
wanted  him  to  come  to  my  house. 

Q.  I  ask  if  you  were  peremptory  in  your  manner  ?  A.  I  was  polite,  sir, 
in  my  manner.     I  don't 

Q.  Will  you  repeat  the  first  words  you  used  after  greeting  him  ?  A.  I 
said,  **Mr.  Beecher,  Mr.  Tilton  wants  you  to  come  down  to  my  house." 

Q.  What  else  ?  A.  And  he  said  then,  that  it  was  prayer-meeting  night 
and  he  didn't  think  he  could  come,  and  then  I  said:  ^^Mr.  Tilton  wants  to 
see  you  with  regard  to  your  relations  with  his  family,  and  with  regard  to  the 
letter  which  he  sent  to  you  through  Mr.  Bowen,  and  you  had  better  make 
arrangements  to  let  the  prayer- meeting  go  and  come  down  with  me," 

Q.  You  had  heard  of  that  letter  before  ?  A.  What  letter  ;  the  letter 
of 

Q.  Bowen  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  From  whom  ?    A.  From  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  When?    A.  December  26th. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.  At  Mr.  Tilton's  house. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Tilton  come  to  see  you  about  it,  or  did  you  go  to  see  him 
about  it  ?    A.  About  that  letter  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  send  for  you  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  were  there  casually  ?    A.  I  think  I  was  there  casually ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  He  showed  you  the  draft  of  that  letter  7  A.  He  told  me  that  he  had 
sent  a  letter;  he  didn't  show  me  a  draft  of  a  letter;  told  me  what  it  was; 
what  the  substance  of  it  was. 

Q.  What  was  said  about  it  by  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  He  said  that  he  had  written 
— that  Bowen  had  told — him  of  Mr.  Beecher's  adulteries,   and   he  had  told 
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Mr.  Bowen  that  Mr.  Beecher  had  been  guilty  of  unhandsome  advanci^ 
toward  his  wife,  and  that,  at  Mr.  Bowen's  challenge,  he  had  written  such  a 
letter,  and  he  told  me  what  the  letter  was. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  no  more  particularly  what  adulteries  Mr.  Bowen  had 
charged  upon  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  think  he  told  me  that  Mr.  Bowen  had 
charged  variouB  adulteries  upon  Mr.  Beecher,  and  that  Mr.  Beecher  had  made 
confession  to  him  of  adulteries. 

Mr.  Ecarttt, — Tliat  is,  Mr.  Bowen  said  so?    A.  Yes;  Mr.  Bowen  said  so. 

Mr.  Porter, — Did  he  specify  those  adulteries?  A.  No;  he  did  not  specify 
them. 

Q.  Did  he  specify  any  of  the  parties  who  were  connected  with  those 
charges  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  what  did  you  say  to  that.  ?  A.  I  asked  him  if  Mr.  Bowen  had 
signed  the  letter  with  him.  I  asked  him  what  unhandsome  advances  Mr. 
Beecher  had  made.  He  told  me  not  to  ask  him ;  he  didn't  want  to  tell  me. 
Well,  I  said,  ''AVhy  did  you  send  the  letter  through  Bowen,  if  he  was  a 
party  to  that  demand,  why  didn't  you  get  his  signature?"  I  told  him  he  was 
a  fool  for  sending  such  a  letter  without  the  signature  of  Mr.  Bowen. 

Q.  Was  that  your  phrase;  that  he  was  a  fool  for  sending  it  ?  A.  Yes,  sir; 
without  Mr.  Bowen's  signature. 

Q.  Qo  (m.  A.  And  he  said  that  Mr.  Bowen  had  promised  to  furnish  him 
the  evidences. 

Q.  On  that  occasion  ?  A.  No,  sir;  whenever  it  was  necessary  to  enforce 
the  demand  of  the  letter. 

Q.  HjB  did  then ;  he  told  you  that  Mr.  Bowen  in  that  interview  iSad  prom- 
ised to  furnish  him  with  the  evidences  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  he  gave  that  to  me  as 
an  excuse  for  not  having  had  Mr.  Bowen's  signature  when  I — that  is  it. 

Q.  All  that  occurred  at  the  interview  ?  A.  And  I  took  a  memorandum  of 
what  he  told  me.  I  believe  the  memorandum  was  published  in  my  s^Atement 
concerning 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Never  mind  that  statement. 

The  Witness. — Pardon  me. 

Q.  Was  that  the  day  on  which  you  noted  the  precise  hour  of  your  enter- 
ing upon — of  your  becoming  connected  with  this  controversy  ?  A.  I  noted 
the  precise  hour  at  which  Mr.  Tilton  gave  me  the  information  that  he  gave 
me  at  that  interview. 

Q.  What  did  you  note  it  in  ?    A.  Put  it  on  a  piece  of  paper. 

Q.   Have  you  that  paper  ?     A.  It  is  here. 

Q.  Was  it  a  detached  slip  of  paper  ?  A.  I  don't  remember;  the  paper  will 
show  for  itself;  I  wrote  it  down. 

Q.  Have  you  it  here  ?    A.  Yes,  sir ;  it  is  amongst  my  papers,  I  think. 

Mr,  Porter. — I  ask  for  that  paper. 

Mr.  Beach, — Well,  you  are  not  entitled  to  see  it  unless  you  want  it  for  evi- 
dence. 

Mr.  Etarts, — We  have  a  right  to  see  it  to  determine  whether  we  want  it 
for  evidence. 

Mr.  Beach, — I  submit  not. 
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Mr.  EvarU, — Well,  go  on. 

Mr,  Beach. — Yes ;  it  is  here. 

Mr.  Portar.^Ja  it  at  hand  ? 

Mr,  Morris. — It  may  take  me  half  an  hour  to  look  through  here.  Unless 
i^i  is  for  some  purpose  I  don^t  propose  to  do  it ;  I  don't  wish  to. 

Mr.  Bench. — No,  this  presents  another  question.  If  they  call  for  this  paper 
as  evidence,  why,  that  is  one  thing,  and  if  they  n:erely  want  it  from  curiosity 
to  look  at  it,  that  is  quite  another,  and  we  shall  not  furnish  it. 

Mr.  EmrU.  -We  shall  not  raise  the  question  until  the  paper  is  here. 

Mr.  Bench. — Well,  the  paper  is  here,  and  when  you  call  for  it  as  evidence 
we  will  look  for  it;  and  if  not,  we  shall  not. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  I  think  if  you  would  give  a  memorandum  of  the 
dates  of  the  papers  to  be  produced,  it  would  save  time. 

Mr.  Beach. — It  won't  save  any  time,  it  is  likely. 

Mr,  FuUtrtoh. — Well,  all  suggestions  upon  that  subject  have  been  wasted 
ISO  far. 

JupQE  Neilson. — What  could  be  done  if  the  paper  were  brought  here  is 
quite  another  thing.* 

*  It  lias  been  much  disputed  whether  mere  notice  to  the  opposite  party  to  pro- 
duce papers  at  the  trial,  Though  followed  by  inspection  by  the  counsel  calling  for 
them,  makes  them  evidence.  The  following  authoiities  favor  the  rule  that  the 
right  remains  to  the  party  railing  for  the  papers,  to  decide,  after  examining 
theiu,  whether  to  put  them  in  or  not.  Kenny  v.  Clftrknon  (1  Johns.  Ji85) ;  Bum- 
i^y  V.  l^^teU  (Anth.  N.  P.  26);  titidker  v.  Oaunt  (12  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  124) ;  Day'i 
hoU  to  Oordon  v.  Secretaui^  East,  548). 

The  case  of  Lmrrenee  v.  Van  Home  (1  Cai.  376),  decided  earlier  than  the  fore- 
going, did  not  settle  the  rule,  bnt  of  the  two  opinions  which  noticed  the  question, 
that  of  Mr.  Justice  Thompson,  adopted  the  rule  stated  above,  and  is  relied  U|)Ou 
in  some  of  the  subsequent  cases. 

The  same  rule  is  laid  down  after  an  elaborate  review  of  the  English  and 
American  authorities,  in  Austin  v.  Thomson  (45  N.  H.  113),  which  case  is 
approved  by  Judge  Hbdfikld  in  his  note  to  1  Greenl.  on  Ev.  t^  5($3.  as  being  more 
reasonable  in  its  view  than  the  English  authorities  which,  notwithstanding  the 
case  of  8(iyer  v.  Kitchen  (1  E»p.  201),  coram  Lord  Kenyon),  hold  to  the  con- 
trarv. 

fn  Kenny  v.  Cktrkton  (al)ove)  it  will  be  noticed  that  there  was  no  previous 
notice  to  ]>roduce  the  paper  <ra]led  for;  nor  had  notice  been  given  before  the  trial 
in  Auttin  v.  lln/inson  (above). 

The  cases  are  as  follows: 

Kenny  v.  Clarkson,  1  Johns.  385  (Supreme  Ct.,  1806,  Opinion  by  Spbncbr,  J.). 
Action  on  an  insurance  policy.  Defendants'  counsel  having  moved  for  a  nonsuit 
unsurxes.'<fully.  called  on  plaintiff  for  papers,  which  on  inspection,  they  declined 
to  read  in  evidence.  Plaintiff's  counsel  however,  was  allowed  to  read  them 
against  objection  without  proof.  "  It  appears  to  me  that  the  notice  to  produce  a 
paper,  and  calling  for  its  inspection,  ought  to  be  considered  as  analogous  to  a  bill 
for  discovery  wiien  the  answer  is  not  evidence,  but  for  the  adverse  party."  [The 
case  went  off  on  another  ground.] 

Rnnuey  v.  LfteiZ,  Anth.  N.  P.  26  (1808,  coram  Van  Ness,  J.).  Plaintiff's 
counsel  having  calle<i  tor  books  of  defendant  the  latter  produced  them  :  when 
plaintiff  having  read  them,  refused  to  put  them  in  evidence.  Thec4»urt  held  that 
lie  had  a  right  to  inspect  them,  and  did  not  by  doin^  so  make  them  evidence. 
"But  that  if  a  person  calling  for  books,  asked  any  questions  of  a  witnet«s  in 
pxplnnation  of  any  item  in  the  books,  they  are  then  in  evidence,  and  the  opposite 
;>arivmav  read  them  to  the  jury." 

8t(Uk€r  V,  Gaunt,  12  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  124  (N.  Y.  Superior  Ct,  1854,  «en.  T.. 
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Mr.  Fnllerton, — Well,  the  rule  of  evidence  is  very  clear  If  they  call  for 
it,  it  comes. 

Mr.  Evarts. — It  would  seem  to  be  very  clear,  when  the  witness  says  that 
he  made  a  memorandum  at  the  time,  that  we  have  a  right  to  look  at  it  for 
the  purpose  of  testing  his  evidence,  if  nothing  else. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don*t  need  to  pass  upon  that  now. 

Mr,  Evartif, — The  paper  is  not  here,  so  that  we  can  not  raise  these  ques- 
tions. 

Mr.  Porter — What  was  the  day  and  the  hour  of  the  day  when  this  com- 
munication was  made  ?  A.  It  was  December  the  26th,  sir,  I  think,  in  the 
afternoon. 

Q.  What  was  the  hour  ?     A.  Some  way  around  three  o'clock,  I  think. 

Q.  Why  did  you  note  the  hour  ?  A.  Well,  it  was  a  pretty  important  com- 
munication, and  I  made  a  memorandum  of  it  on  that  account. 

Q.  Important  to  you  ?     A.   No;  important  to  Mr.  Tilton. 

Opinion  by  Hoffman,  J.).  The  court  recognize  the  doctrine  as  established  in  this 
Bt&te,  that  notice  ro  the  opposite  party  to  produce  a  document,  and  inspection  of 
it  do  not  makf'  it  evidence  at  all  events.  It  is  conceded,  nevertheless,  that  a  con- 
trary rule  obtains  in  England. 

hay's  Note  to  G<yrdon  v.,JSeeretan  (8  East,  548),  says,  that  the  decision  of  Lord 
Ken  YON  in  Sayer  v.  Kitchen  (1  Esp.  2U9),  has  been  adopted  in  New  York.  [This 
was  to  the  effect  that  notice  and  inspection  did  not  make  the  document  called 
for  evidence,  unless  the  party  callin<>:  for  it  elected  to  put  it  in.] 

Lfnrrence  v.  Vmi  JJorne,  1  C'ai.  278.  (Supreme  Ct.,  1803).  Action  on  an  insur- 
ance policy.  Defendants  gave  notice  to  plaintitfs  to  produce  a  letter  at  the  trial, 
which,  when  it  came  c  u,  they  refused  to  do  unless  defendants  would  engajje  to 
read  the  letter  in  evidence,  defendants  would  not  accede  to  this  without  being 
first  permitted  to  inspect  the  letter.  Inspection  being  refused,  the  judge  ruled 
that  it  could  not  be  demanded  except  on  the  terms  which  plaintiffs  had  im- 
posed. li.\DCLiFF,  J.  (who  had  sat  at  the  trial),  *'  The  notice  to  produce  a  paper, 
requires  it  to  be  produced  in  epidence,  and  when  once  called  for  and  produced,  it 
is,  of  course,  in  evidence,  and  I  think  it  can  not  be  called  for  on  any  other 
terms."  Thompson,  J.,  "  I  think  the  judge  ought  to  have  said  to  the  plaintiffs, 
if  you  have  a  letter,  and  intend  to  produce  it,  the  defendants  have  a  right  to 
inspect  it,  and  make  their  election  whether  to  read  it  in  evidence." 

Austin  V.  T/umison,  45  N.  H.  113  (1863.  Opinion  by  Bartlett,  J.).  Plaintiff 
in  his  testimony  alluded  to  a  book.  Defendant's  counsel  asked  him  to  produce 
it,  and,  he  having  complied,  the  counsel  inspected  the  book.  JTeldt  thai  this  in- 
spection did  not  make  the  book  evidence.  [It  had  been  admitted  as  evidence  at 
the  trial.  It  seems  that  the  fact  that  it  was  not  introduced  under  notice  to  pro- 
duce, made  no  difference,  though  this  is  not  directly  passed  upon.  This  is  a  care- 
fully considered  case,  reviews  all  the  authorities,  and  is  commended  in  Rki>- 
FiETiO's  note  to  1  Greenl.  on  Ev.  i^503,  as  enunciating  a  more  reasonable  rule  thaa 
ilie  prevailing  English  cases.] 

Sayer  v.  Kitrfien,  1  Esp.  209  (1794,  Lord  Kenyon,  at  N.  P.).  If  counsel  calls 
for  the  books  of  the  opposite  party  and  makes  no  use  of  them  as  evidence,  it  is 
only  matter  for  observation  by  the  opposing  counsel  that  the  entries  were  favor- 
able to  the  party  producing  them,  but  does  not  make  the  books  evidence.  [De- 
fendants had  before  trial  given  notice  to  produce  the  books.] 

Wharam  v.  Houtledge,  5  Esp.  235  (1805,  Lord  Ellenborough,  at  N.  P.). 
Defendant's  counsel  called  for  a  book  referred  to  in  plaintiff's  testimony.  It  was 
answered  that  they  should  have  the  book  if  it  was  then  to  be  received  in  evi- 
dence. Defendant's  counsel  required  to  see  it  first.  By  the  court,  "  You  c«n  not 
a«k  for  a  book  of  the  opposite  party,  and  be  determined  upon  the  inspection  of 
it,  whether  you  will  use  it  or  not.  If  you  call  for  it,  you  make  it  evidence  for 
the  other  side,  if  they  think  fit  to  use  it." 
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Q.  The  memoiandam  was  made  for  his  convenience?  A.  I  made  a 
memorandum  of  it  because  I  thought  it  was  worth  while  to  make  a  memo- 
randum of  so  important  an  occurrence,  and  as  his  friend  I  made  it. 

Q.  Did  he  ask  you  to  make  one  ?  A.  No,  he  did  not;  it  was  my  own 
thought. 

Q.  You  have  given  all  the  conversation  that  occurred  between  you  on  that 
occasion  ?    A.  As  I  at  present  remember  the  conversation ;  yes,  sir, 

Q.  Did  you  sed  him  afterwards  before  the  30th  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  I  did. 

Q.  Several  times  ?    A.  Yes;  I  think  I  saw  him  two  or  three  times. 

Q.  At  your  house  and  at  his  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  at  my  house  and  at 
bis. 

Q.  Did  you  see  him  on  the  27th  ?  A.  I  think  I  saw  him  on  the  27th ;  yes, 
sir. 

Q.  What  occurred  between  you  on  that  occasion  ?  Where  was  that,  first  f 
A.  I  don't  know  whether  it  was  on  the  27th  or  not,  but  the  next  interview 
that  I  remember  with  him  I  can  give  you. 

Q.  Where  was  it  ?  A.  I  think  it  was  at  my  house — ^I  think  so — ^I  think  it 
was  at  my  house. 

Q.  Did  he  come  voluntarily  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Not  in  pursuance  of  any  agreement  between  you  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Nor  at  your  request  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  took  place;  state  fully  ?  A.  At  the  interview  I  am  speaking  of 
now,  he  told  me  lie  liad  sent  word  to  Mr.  Bowen  that  he  was  going  to  see 
Mr.  Beecher  within  a  short  time,  and  wanted  him  (Bowen)  to  furnish  him 
with  the  evidences  he  promised  liim  to  furnish  him  with,  and  that  Mr.  Bowen 
had  come  into  bis  presence  and  told  Mr.  Tilton  that  he  told  Mr.  Beecher  that 
he  (Bowen;  said  he  would  dismiss  him  from  the  papers. 

Q.  What  papers  ?    A.  Dismiss  him  from  his  emj)loy,  rather. 

Grkenleaf  says  (1  Greeul  on  Kv.  i  5(5:^,  p.  00;J),  '  *  The  production  of  paper8,up- 
on  notice,  does  not  make  them  evidence  in  the  chubp,  unless  the  party  calling  for 
theoi  inspects  them,  so  as  to  become  acquainted  with  llie  contents,"  in  which  case 
in  England  ihey  become  evidiaice  for  l)oth  parties.     In  America  the  rule  varies. 

Diryer  v.  CoUinn,  7  Exch.  039;  S.  C,  16  Jur.  569  (LeadiiiK  case,  1853. 
Opinion  by  Parkk.  B.,  affirming  decision  of  Polux'K,  C.  B..  in  the  courts  below). 
Defendant's  counsel,  without  previous  notice,  called  at  the  trial  for  the  bill  of 
exchange,  which  plaintiff* sued  on,  and  which  he  then  had  in  court.  [This  was 
to  establish  his  defense,  that  the  bill  was  given  for  a  gaming  debt].  The  bill  was 
withheld,  and  lhereui)on  defendant  was  allowed  to  jrive  secondary  evidence  of 
it.  Held,  overruling  in  effect  previous  decisions  which  were  noticed  [Starkit'.  . 
on  Et.;  Taylor  on  Ec;  Cook  v.  Ilmrn  (1  Moo.  &  H.  201):  Exall  v.  PnrtHdge,  ^ 
mentioned  in  the  report  of  Doe,  v.  Grey  (I  Stark.  28;j)],  that  this  ruling  wa«  cor- 
rect and  that  no  ]>revious  notice  lo  produce  was  necessary.  Such  notice  is 
merely  to  enable  the  party  to  have  the  document  in  court  to  produce,  if  he  likes, 
or  if  not,  to  enable  his  opponent  to  give  secondary  evitlence  of  it.  It  is  not  to 
enable  the  party  producing  it  to  prepare  evidence,  to  explain,  nullify  or  con- 
firm it. 

In  a  New  York  caae,  however,  the  rule  has  been  put  ui>on  the  latter  ground. 
Onmm  v.  Ilnmel  (2  Hilt.  VM). 

See   also  a«   to   the  effect  of  subpwna  duce»  tecum,  and   notice  to  produce, 
VaUant  v.  Dodemead  (2  Atk.  524)  ;    Waldron  v.  Ward  (Sty.  449) ;  Bate  v.  KiMty 
(1  C,  M.  &  R.  38) ;  Coburn  v.  OdeU  (10  Foster,  540). 
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Q.  What  did  he  say  to  that  ?    A.  He  said  he  would  not  be  influenced  by 
any  threat;  he  would  do  whatever  in  his  judgment  he  thought  was  best. 

Q.  Did  he  represent  that  at  an  interview  ?    A.  Between  himself  and  Mr. 
Bo  wen  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  anything  said  in  connection  i^ith  the  presentation  of  the  letter  by 
Mr.  Bo  wen  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  understand  that  the  interview  was  after  that  had  been  done  ? 
A.  I  did  not  understand  whether  it  was  before  or  after.  It  was  in  reference 
10  the  subject  1  luive  here  spoken  of. 

Q.  You  did  not  then  know  whether  it  had  or  had  not  been  there  f  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  Had  he  said  anything  to  you  about  it  on  the  26th  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton, — About  what  ? 

Mr,  Porter, — About  the  sending  of  that  letter  to  Mr.  Bowen.  [To  the  wit- 
ness. ]  My  associate  and  I  don't  understand  you  right.  Was  this  angry  in- 
terview before  or  after  you  uudorstaod  the  note  had  been  sent  to  Mr.  Beecherf 
A.  I  didn't  understand  anything  about  the  note  having  been  delivered  to  Mr. 
Beecher  at  that  interview. 

Q.  Was  anything  further  said  upon  that  subject  then,  or  upon  any  sub- 
ject 'I    A.  No,  sir;  not  that  I  remember  of. 

Q.  Wiiat  was  said  on  that  occasion  at  that  interview?  A.  That  is  |^e 
substance  of  it. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  you  have  already  told  all  that  was  said  ?  A. 
Yes,  »ir;  all  that  was  said  with  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q,  Did  he  consult  you  as  to  his  relations  with  Mr.  Bowen  ?  A.  Did  he 
consult  me  then  as  to  his  relations  with  Mr.  Bowen  7  No ;  there  was  no  con- 
sultation as  to  his  relations  with  Mr.  Bowen. 

Q.  Was  there  any  conversation  about  the  probability  of  the  termination 
of  thifir  relations  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

A.  And  about  the  probable  dismissal  of  Mr.  Tilton?  A.  Nothing  forther 
than  I  have  narrated. 

Q.  Was  this  a  short  interview  with  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  It  was  not  a  very 
long  one ;  I  don't  know  how  long  it  lasted. 

Q.  Only  long  enough  for  that  to  transpire  ?  A.  I  would  not  say  it  was 
only  long  enough  for  that. 

Q.  Was  anything  at  that  time  proposed  to  be  done  either  by  him  or  by 
you?    A.  No,  sir;  I  think  not. 

Q.  Was  anything  said  at  that  time  about  Mrs.  Tilton  ?  A.  I  don't  think 
there  was  at  that  interview. 

Q.  When  was  the  next  interview  that  you  remember  ?  A.  The  next  inter- 
view was  (m  the  evening  of  December  30th,  or  the  afternoon  or  evening  of 
December  30th,  that  I  remember. 

Q.  I  understood  you  to  say  there  were  several  interviews  between  the 
26th A.  The  next  interview  that  I  remembered,  I  said. 

Q.  Had  there  been  any  conversation  between  you  and  him  in  regard  to 
procuring  a  statement  from  Mrs.  Tilton  ?    A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  None  before  the  29th,  nor  on  the  80th  ?  A.  None  before  the  29th— if 
you  will  put  the  question  so  that  I  can  clearly  understand  it. 

Q.  Nor  on  the  80th  ?     A.  Will  you  put  the  question  in  full,  please  ? 

Q.  None  before  the  evening  of  the  80th  ?  A.  I  don't  exactly  under- 
Btand  you. 

Q.  Any  conversation  between  you  and  him  about  ^Irs.  Tilton  before  the 
evening  of  the  30th  ?    A.  No,  sir ;  I  think  not. 

Q.  When  IVIr,  Tilton  came  to  your  house  that  evening,  were  you  aware 
that  Mr.  Bowen  failed  to  sustain  that  demand  for  Mr.  Beecher^s  retirement  ? 
A.  I  had  no  conversation  with  Mr.  Tilton  about  that. 

Q.  And  hadn't  heard  of  it  ?  A.  Hadn't  heard  whether  he  had  failed  or 
not,  sir,  that  I  remember  now. 

Q.  You  say  that  Mr.  Tilton's  letter  of  the  1st  of  January,  1871,  to  Mr. 
Bowen,  gives,  in  substance,  and  more  in  detail,  what  Mr.  Tilton  had  said  to 
you  in  the  conversations  of  December  26th,  and  that  of  a  day  or  two  after  ? 
The  conversation  of  a  day  or  two  after  is  the  one  referring  to  the  excited  in- 
terview ?  A.  He  gives  in  the  letter  to  Mr.  Bowen,  bearing  date  January  Ist, 
1871,  the  substance  of  the  interviews  which  he  had  with  Mr.  Bowen. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Tilton,  in  these  preceding  interviews,  or  either  of  them,  avow 
his  belief  in  the  truth  of  Mr.  Bowen 's  statement  in  regard  to  Mr.  Beecher  ? 
A.  He  said  he  had  no  doubt  of  the  truth  of  Mr.  Bowen's  statement.  On 
December  26th  I  think  he  said  that. 

Q.  Did  he  add  any  statement  of  his  own?  A.  Yes,  sir;  he  said  he  had 
no  doubt,  on  account  of  the  unhandsome  advances  which  he  knew  Mr. 
Beecher  had  made  to  his  wife:  that,  I  think,  he  said  on  December  26th. 

Q.  Did  he  mention  any  rumors  that  had  come  to  himself  in  regard  to  Mr. 
Beecher's  moral  character  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  he  did. 

Q.  Had  Mr.  Tilton  ever  said  anything  to  you  before,  in  regard  to  the 
moral  character  o!  Mr.  Beeclier,  except  on  the  occasion  to  which  you  ad- 
verted ?    A.  With  regard  to  the  moral  character  of  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Q.  Against  the  moral  character  ol  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  think  Mr.  Tilton, 
anterior  to  December  20th,  had  said  that  Mr.  Beecher  preached  to  his  mis- 
tresses in  Plymouth  Church. 

Q.  When  was  that  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  the  date,  but  it  was  previous 
to  December  26th. 

Q.  Years  previous  ?    A.  No,  sir ;  not  years. 

Q.  Who  was  present  on  any  occasion  when  he  used  that  precise  language  ? 
A.  I  don't  remember  that  anybody  was. 

Q.  Are  you  able  to  say  whether  it  was  in,  or  before,  1870  ?  A.  It  was  in 
1870. 

Q.  Are  you  able  to  say  whether  it  was  in  the  beginning  or  the  latter  part 
of  that  year.  A.  I  should  think  it  was  the  latter  part — the  last  half  of  the 
year. 

Q.  Did  he  name  those  mistresses  ?    A.  No,  sir,  he  didn't. 

Q.  Did  you  make  any  inquiry  aboat  it  ?    A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  Prior  to  that,  had  he  ever  said  anything  to  you  to  the  detriment  of 
Mr.  Beecher's  moral  character  ?    A.  I  think  that  he  ne^er  said  anything  to 


540  TESTIMONY    OF    F.    D.    MOULTOJST.  tilth  Day. 

the  detriment  of  his  moral  character  previous  to  1870.     He  talked  with  me 
about  his  courage — his  lack  of  political  courage.  * 

Q.  When  first,  in  1870,  had  he  spoken  against  his  moral  character  othe^ 
wise  ?    A.  When  what  ? 

Q.  When  first,  in  1870,  had  he  spoken  against  his  moral  character  other- 
wise ?    A.  I  thought  I  had  answered  the  question. 

Q.  No;  you  answered  that  he  did  in  the  latter  part  of  the  ye^r.  I  in- 
quired had  he  before,  in  1870,  spoken  against  his  moral  character  t  A.  I 
don't  remember  distinctly,  sir,  that  he  had. 

Q.  You  are  unable  to  say  either  way  upon  that  subject  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I 
am  unable  to  answer. 

Q.  When  was  it  he  had  spoken  in  respect  to  his  want  of  political  courage  f 
A.  I  think  about  the  time  of  the  Cleveland  letter,  whenever  that  was. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  about  what  year  that  was?  A.  No,  sir;  I  don^ 
Whether  it  was  about  the  time  of  the  Cleveland  letter  that  he  spoke  to  me — 
it  was  certainly  concerning  the  Cleveland  letter. 

Q.  When  he  told  you  that  Mr.  Beecher  preached  to  several  of  his  mis- 
tresses, did  you  believe  it  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — Wait  one  moment. 

Mr.  Piirter. — I  submit  it  to  your  Honor. 

Judge  Neilson. — Please  repeat  the  question. 

Mr.  Porter — My  question  was  when  Mr.  Tilton,  in  1870,  told  you  that  Mr. 
Beecher  preached  to  a  dozen  of  his  mistresses,  did  you  believe  it  ? 

Mr.  Mcf7'rU. — He  didn't  say  that ;  he  didn't  use  that  language. 

Mr,  Porter. — To  several  of  his  mistresses. 

Mr.  MorrU. — I  am  not  sure  that  he  used  the  word  "several." 

Mr.  FuUerton. — The  question  is,  did  he  believe  it  ? 

Mr.  Porter. — I  ask  if  the  witness  believed  it  when  Mr.  Tilton  told  him  t 

Judge  Neilson. — How  is  it  material  ? 

Mr.  Porter. — I  think  it  is  material  to  show  the  state  of  mind  in  which  be 
went  to  the  interview  with  Mr.  Beecher,  of  which  Mr.  Tilton  was  awarOi  tnd 
which  he  had  produced. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  the  witness  may  answer. 

Mr,  Porter. — Did  you  believe  it  ?    A.  I  couldn't  believe  it,  sir. 

Q.  And  didn't  ?     A.  And  didn't. 

Q.  Was  your  wife  at  that  time  a  member  of  Mr.  Beecher's  church  t  A. 
She  was. 

Q.  Does  she  continue  to  be  so  ?  A.  Her  name  is  still  on  the  roll  of 
Plymouth  Church.  She  has  not  taken  communion  there  since  1870.  She 
has  not  partaken  of  communion  in  that  church  since  1870. 

Q.  Or  attended  church  ?  A.  I  won't  say  since  1870;  since  she  came  into 
possession  of  the  facts  in  the  case. 

Mr,  Bcarts. — The  date  is  all  we  ask — the  time. 

A.  I  can  not  state  the  exact  date. 

Mr.  Porter, — My  inquiry  was  not  about  communion.  My  inquiry  was 
when  she  ceased  to  attend  Plymouth  Church?  A.  I  can  not  answer  that 
question,  sir,  when  she  ceased  to  attend  Plymouth  Church. 
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Q.  You  do  not  know  ?     A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Did  she  continue  to  attend  that  church  after  January,  1871  ?  A.  I 
think  she  did  for  some  little  time  after  January,  1871. 

Q.  Did  you  attend  any  church  ?  A.  I  did  not  regularly  attend  any  church 
at  thiit  time. 

Q.  Did  you  pay  for  ner  pew-sitting  up  to  1874  ?  A.  I  think  we  had  a 
pew  in  tiie  church,  and  I  paid  for  it.  I  don't  remember  whether  it  was  up 
to  1873  or  not.     Up  to  1873  ? 

Q.  Did  your  wife  become  an  attendant  of  any  other  church  ?  A.  No, 
sir ;  not  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  Down  t^)  the  present  time  ?     A.  Down  to  the  present  time. 

Q.  Had  you,  prior  to  1871,  been  a  regular  attendant  of  Plymouth  Church? 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Nor  since  ?    A.  Nor  since. 

Q.  When  did  you  last  attend  Plymouth  Church  f  When  were  you  last 
there — I  mean  on  the  occasion  of  a  religions  service  ?  A.  On  the  evening  of 
the  report  of  the  Committee.  I  believe,  was  the  hist  time  that  I  was  there. 

Q.  You  understood  that  to  be  a  religious  service,  did  you  ?  A.  No,  sir; 
not  very.  I  underst«m<l  it  to  be  a  meeting  in  Plymouth  Church.  I  beg  par- 
iion  for  answering  your  (pie^tion,  Mr.  Porter,  without  understanding  it. 

Q.  My  inquiiy  was  when  you  last  attended  a  religious  service  at  Plymouth 
Church  ?  A.  I  didn't  understand  the  question  in  that  way,  when  I  last  at- 
tended a  religious  service  in  Plymoutli  Church.     I  don*t  remember. 

Q.  Can  you  remember  within  a  year  ?  A.  I  think  I  have  been  at  Plymouth 
Church  within  two  years,  certainly,  two  or  three  times. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  the  occasion  of  your  going  ?  A.  Within  the  last  two 
years  ?    No,  sir;  I  don't  remember  the  occasion  particularly. 

Q.  Was  it  with  your  wife  {     A.  I  don't  remember  that. 

Q.  Have  you  a  distinct  recollectiou  of  being  at  all  at  Plymouth  Church 
since  the  occasion  when  you  went  and  sat  in  Mr.  Tilton's  pew,  and  Mr. 
Beecher  came  an<l  spoke  to  you  ?     A.  Oh !  yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  year  was  that  ?    A.  That  was  in  the  year  1868,  I  think. 

Q.  Was  your  wife's  uncle,  (George   C.  Robinson were  his  wife  and 

family  attendants  and  communicants  at  that  church  ?    A.  They  were. 

Q.  He  was  a  member  of  the  late  iirm  of  Woodruif&  Robinson  ?  A.  He  is 
a  member  of  the  firm  of  Woodruff  &  Robinson  to-day. 

Q.  And  of  the  late  tirm  also  \     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  in  the  habit  of  contributing  to  the  funds  of  Plymouth 
Church  ?  A.  If  I  was  ever  there  when  there  was  a  subscription  taken  up, 
very  likely  I  subscribed  ;  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  But  not  otherwise,  except  in  the  payment  of  pew  rent  ?    A.  I  think  not. 


TWELFTH  DAY,   JANUARY  20,    1875. 

Francis  D.  Moulton  recnlled,  and  cross-examination  resumed  : 

Mr,  EvarU. — If  your  Honor  please,  I  am  sony  to  announce  to  the  court 
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tliat  our  associate,  Judjjfe  Porter,  is  not  well  enough  to  be  in  court.  He  hft» 
been  laboring  under  a  very  severe  influenza  for  four  or  five  days,  and  nothing 
but  ids  sense  of  professional  obli^cation  to  continue  as  far  as  he  could  an  ei- 
annnation  which  he  had  commenced  day  befoi*e  yesterday — your  Honor  ia 

•  »  *  » 

aware  the  rule  is  that  the  same  counsel  should  proceed — brought  Iiim  to  court 
yesterday.  He  was  then  suffering  so  much  that  he  could  not  speak  at  the  tone 
that  would  have  been  more  desirable  withcmt  great  pain,  or  even  as  he  di»l 
speak,  and  this  morning,  as  I  was  coming  over,  I  received  a  note  from  liiiu 
saying  that  he  is  unable  to  be  our.  He  hopes,  with  medical  aid,  to  be  able 
to  be  with  us  to-morrow  or  the  next  day. 

Judge  Nkilson. — I  am  very  sorry,  indeed,  to  learn  that  he  is  ill.  I  knew 
that  he  wa>  not  very  well  yesterday.  Will  you  take  his  place,  sir,  in  the 
cross-examination  ? 

Mr.  EcarU, — Well,  we  shall  be  obliged,  if  your  Honor  please,  if  that  is  the 
direction  of  the  court,  to  divide  the  matter  of  the  cross-examination,  prob- 
ably, between  Gen.  Tracy  an<l  myself.  It  is  wholly  unexpected  to  both  of  us 
that  we  should  be  called  upon  to  act  at  all. 

Mr.  lieach. — I  hope  an  order  of  that  kind,  sir,  in  regard  to  the  coorse  of 
the  cross-examination  will  not  be  made.  I  was  aware  yesterday  that  my  friend 
Judge  Porter  was  suffering  under  a  severe  indisposition,  which  in  a  great  de- 
gree incapacitated  him  for  the  performance  of  bis  duty  in  conducting  the 
cross-examination,  and  I  mentioned  to  him  in  a  private  remark  that  I  thought 
he  was  in  that  condition,  and  should  surrender  the  duty  to  some  other  per- 
son; and  I  very  much  regret  to  see,  sir,  that  that  incapacity  has  been  the 
subject  of  sevenil  ungracious  remarks  in  regard  to  my  friend,  which  I  do  not 
think  would  have  been  indulged  in  if  the  cause  of  dissatisfaction  had  been 
known  to  the  gentlemen  who  made  those  remarks.  We  quite  readily  consent, 
sir,  that  any  other  of  the  counsel  (m  the  part  of  the  defense  should  continue 
the  cross-examination,  but  to  divide  that  duty  among  several  counsel  I  think 
would  be  such  an  infraction  of  the  practice  and  such  an  injustice  to  us  that 
we  can  not  consent  to  that.  We  would  far  rather  that  the  trial  should  be  sas- 
pended,  or  that  the  cross-examination  of  Mr.  Moulton  should  be  suspended 
until  Judge  Porter  is  able  t<»  continue  it;  but  to  give  to  three  or  four  counsel 
upon  the  other  side  that  part  of  the  cross-examination  of  the  witness,  it 
seems  to  me  will  be  apparent  to  your  Honor  as  an  impropriety  in  practice  and 
as  an  injustice  to  us. 

Judge  Neilson. — Perhaps  it  would,  and  very  likely  will,  be  unnecessary. 
I  think  the  gentlemen  can  conform  to  your  suggestion. 

Mr.  EcartH. — The  difficulty^  as  your  Honor  understands,  and  as  my  learned 
opponents  well  understand,  of  the  sudden  removal  from  the  discbarge  of  a  re- 
sponsible part  of  a  duty  in  a  trial  of  this  kind,  that  has  been  assigned  to  one 
counsel,  and  for  which  preparation  has  been  made  by  him,  is  not  a  trivial 
difficulty ;  nor  does  the  fact  that  I  am  informed  at  10  o'clock  at  my  house  that 
.ludge  Porter  will  not  be  here  to-day  on  account  of  illness,  enable  me,  in 
passing  from  my  house  to  the  court-room,  to  be  prepared  to  conduct  the 
cross-examination  of  the  witness,  in  regard  to  whom  I  had  expected  to  take 
no  part  whatever;  and  so  with  my  learned  associate,  Mr.  Tracy,  though  hia 
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greater  familiarity  with  the  cause  may  ensible  him,  no  doubt,  more  readily  to 
prepare  himself  for  the  conduct  of  the  cross-examination;  ai\d  it  may  be 
necessary,  therefore,  that,  as  my  learned  friends  have  suggested,  they  should 
withdraw  this  witness  and  proceed  with  the  examination  of  ^^ome  other  wit- 
ness. 

Jin)OE  Nbilso^. — I  think  it  would  be  better,  sir,  to  proceed  with  him 
now ;  I  think  you  are  master  of  the  subject. 

Afr.  Evartit. — We  thought  we  should  be  allowed  to  conduct  the  cross- 
examinaticm  as  we  find  it  necessary  in  this  emergency. 

JuDOE  Xrilson. — You  can  overcome  the  difficulty  by  consultation  with 
Gen.  Tracy. 

Mr.  Emrt«. — That  will  create  delay. 

Mr.  Be^tch. — Delay  is  better  than  injustice. 

Mr.  EvarU. — It  is  not  a  question  of  injustice,  if  your  Honor  please.  It  is 
a  mere  question  of  the  regularity  of  the  conduct  of  cross- examination.  The 
old  practice  used  to  be  for  two  or  thiee  counsel  to  conduct  a  cross-exami- 
nation. 

Judge  Neilson. — We  will  endeavor  to  conform  to  the  necessities  of  the 
case,  as  they  may  appear,  sir. 

Mr.  EvarU. — We  suggest  to  your  Honor  that  that  may  be  necessary,  and  if 
we  understand  that  if  we  think  it  necessary  we  shall  have  that  privilege,  why, 
then 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  deny  it,  sir.  "We  will  see  if  there  is  any  occasion 
for  it,  and  I  will  endeavor  to  consult  your  interests  in  regard  to  it. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — If  your  Honor  please,  we  do  not  wish  to  deprive  our 
learned  adversaries  of  any  advantage  to  which  they  are  properly  and  legally 
entitled.  We  of  course,  appreciate  the  disadvantage  jinder  which  anyone  of 
their  number  will  now  take  up  the  cross-examination,  and  so  far  as  we  are  con- 
cerned, in  order  that  they  may  have  every  possible  opportunity  for  prepara- 
ration,  and  keep  themselves  within  the  limit  of  the  rule  confining  the  cross- 
examination  to  a  single  counsel,  we  are  quite  willing  to  take  any  course  that 
your  Honor  may  think  fit  and  proper,  under  the  circumstances,  to  relieve 
them  from  their  embarrassment.  We  should  not  object  to  the  postponement 
of  the  trial  of  the  cause  until  Judge  Porter  should  be  able  to  return  and 
resume  his  duty,  nor  should  we  object  to  taking  up  some  other  witness  and  leav- 
ing Mr.  Moulton's  further  cross-examination  until  they  were  in  a  state  of  pre- 
paration, as  they  are  not  now^.  We  do  not  want  it  understood  that  we  urge 
any  course  that  should  deprive  them  of  any  legal  advantage  to  which  they  are 
justly  entitled ;  but  we  do  think  that  when  the  further  cross-examination  of 
Mr.  Moulton  is  resumed,  it  should  be  confined  to  a  single  counsel.  That  is 
dne  to  us,  and  that  is  nothing  more  than  justice  to  the  witness.  Although  the 
rule  was  once  that  a  witness  might  be  attacked  by  a  number  of  counsel  upon 
cross-examination,  yet  that  rule  has  given  way  to  a  more  enlightened  con- 
sideration of  the  subject.  It  is  no  longer  the  rule ;  it  has  not  been  the  rule 
for  many  years  in  this  state,  and  I  trust  it  will  never  be  the  rule  again.  It  is 
doe,  I  say,  to  the  witness,  and  it  is  due  to  our  side  of  the  case,  that  a  single 
counsel  should  cross-examine  the  witness. 
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Jxn>GB  Neilsok. — ^I  appreciate  what  you  say.  I  have  no  doubt  thai 
Mr.  Evarts,  who  has  been  constantly  in  attendance,  will  find  himself  quite 
able  to  proceed  with  the  cross-examination,  and  we  will  ^ve  him  all  ibe 
facilities  we  can.  I  think  it  is  better  to  proceed  that  way  now  than  to  defer 
it,  or  let  the  proceedings  stand  over. 

Mr,  Emrts. — Then  the  further  cross-examination  will  be  conducted  by  my 
associate,  Gen.  Tracv. 

Judge  Neilson. — Very  well. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  think,  sir,  a  single  remark  should  be  made  in  regard  to 
that  proposition  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  Your  Honor  is  aware  that  in 
the  testimony  of  tliis  witness,  circumstances  have  been  disclosed  which,  if 
they  are  entirely  accurate,  would  incapacitate  Mr.  Tracy  from  appearing  at  all 
in  this  case  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  I  do  not  care,  sir,  to  relate  testi- 
mony upon  that  particular  subject;  it  is  undoubtedly  within  the  recollection 
of  your  Honor.  It  has  been  to  us  a  sulyect  of  very  embarrassing  and  painful 
consideration,  sir,  whether  any  steps  should  be  taken  upon  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  in  a  formal  application  to  this  court,  presenting  that  subject  for  its 
deliberation  and  determination.  If  it  be  true,  sir,  that  in  an  interview  be- 
tween this  plaintiff  Jind  Mr.  Tracy  a  revelation  of  his  case,  to  a  considerable 
extent,  was  made,  and  an  assurance  given  by  Gen.  Tracy,  upon  the  faith  of 
thai  revelation,  that  in  case  of  any  difficulty  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.. 
Beecher,  Mr.  Tracy  would  not  appear  as  an  adversary  counsel  to  him,  the  im- 
propriety, the  indelicacy,  the  unprofessional  act  of  Mr.  Tracy's  appearing  in 
this  trial  in  opposition  to  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  countenanced  by  this 
court.  I  am  quite  willing,  sir,  to  a  very  considerable  extent,  to  leave  that 
question  to  the  consideration  of  the  counsel  himself  ;  and  it  is  only  in  con- 
sequence of  this  extraordinary  and  accidental  condition  of  things  that  I  am 
led  to  suggest  to  your  Honor,  and  to  the  counsel  upon  the  other  side,  that 
perhaps  the  action  of  Gen.  Tracy  in  continuing  the  cross-examination  of  this 
witness  would  be  unprofessional  and  inadmissible. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  I  must  leave  it  to  the  defendant's  counsel  to 
arrange  which  shall  cross-examine. 

Mr.  Emrts. — Since  these  observations  have  been  made,  if  your  Honor 
please,  perhaps  I  may  be  permitted  to  make  a  few.  It  is  not  in  any  vindica- 
tion of  Gen.  Tracy,  for  I  do  not  think  he  needs  any,  but  it  is  in  reference  to 
the  observations  of  my  learned  friend  on  a  matter  extraneous  to  the  conduct 
of  the  trial  in  respect  to  the  issue  between  these  parties,  to  wit,  in  respect  to 
a  fragment  of  evidence  that  has  been  given  by  this  witness,  and  that  my 
learned  friend  thinks  should  disable  the  defendant's  counsel.  We  have  not 
had  any  verdict  of  this  jury  on  this  gentleman's  testimony.  We  have  not 
heard  what  is  to  be  said  on  that  subject ;  and  on  his  testimony  it  is  very  difil- 
cult  for  me  to  see  anything  in  his  manner  of  stating  it  even,  that  does  not 
disclose,  what  is  apparent,  as  I  tiiink,  otherwise,  that  Mr.  Moulton  regards  • 
himself  as  a  party  to  this  transaction;  and  whatever  passed  between  himself, 
though  acting  only  as  a  friend  of  Mr.  Beecher,  and  with  a  wife  head  called 
in  to  confer  in  the  same  interest — it  is  difficult  to  see  how  that  should  be  con- 
^  ertcd  into  a  disability  to  continued  iidelity  to  Mr,  Beecher  on  Mi.  Tracy 'i 
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part,  when  a  change  of  attitude  has  arisen  on  the  part  of  the  witness.  Now, 
that  is  the  way  I  look  at  that  matter. 

Mr.  Bench, — K  your  Honor  will  permit  me  to  say,  sir,  that  so  far  as  the 
counsel  has  made  reference  to  the  relation  which  Mr.  Moulton  bears  to  this 
case,  to  use  his  own  phrase,  it  is  extremely  extraneous  to  this  discussion,  and 
is  a  consideration  which  would  have  been  more  professionally  and  properly 
addres^d  to  the  jury  than  intimated  in  this  interlocutory  debate.  The  coun- 
sel also  forget,  sir,  that  by  the  statement  of  the  witness,  the  matter  upon 
which  we  rely  in  the  remarks  which  we  have  made,  arose  out  of  an  interview, 
not  between  the  witness  and  Mr.  Tracy  alone,  but  between  the  plaintiff  in 
this  case  and  Mr.  Tracy,"  in  whicli  the  plaintiif  was  reluctant  to  have  the  com- 
munication of  his  papers  and  matters  made  to  Mr.  Tracy,  and  consented  to 
it  only  upon  the  express  assurance  upon  the  part  of  Mr.  Tracy  that  in  any  an- 
tagonistic difficulty  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher,  he  would  not  appear 
as  the  adversary  counsel  against  Mr.  Tilt(m. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  understand  the  spirit  in  which  you  make  the  sugges- 
tion. It  is,  perhaps,  not  one  calling  for  argument  really;  and  as  I  said  before, 
I  must  leave  the  counsel  for  the  defense  to  proceed  and  supply  Judge  Porter's 
place  as  they  think  best  this  morning. 

Mr.  Beach. — Your  Honor  will  please  note  our  objection  to  the  action  of 
Mr.  Tracy,  and  exception  to  your  Honor's  ruling. 

JuDOE  Neilbon. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Ef}arts.'-'^ye\\\ 

Judge  Neilbon. — Regulate  it  as  you  please,  gentlemen;  that  is  all  I  want 
to  say  about  it ;  you  are  quite  at  liberty. 

Mr.  JiJmrts. — I  thought  that  our  learned  friends  agreed  that  some  one 
might  take  Judge  Porter's  place. 

Judge  Neilbon. — Yes,  sir;  I  leave  it  to  you. 

Mr.  Etarts. — But  it  is  not  for  them  to  pick  out  the  person  to  do  it;  and 
now,  when  the  apparent  greater  fitness,  from  acquaintance  with  the  part  of 
the  case  now  suddenly  to  be  taken  up,  suggests  Gen .  Tracy's  intervention, 
that  intervention  is  made  the  subject  of  these  remarks,  and  of  an  exception  to 
your  Honor's  permission.  Now,  we  say  t^)  our  learned  friends  that  Judge 
Porter's  absence  is  a  matter  of  great  injury  to  us,  as  wxll  as  a  great  regret  in 
respect  of  him  personally,  and  we  are  either  to  go  on  or  not  to  go  on. 

Judge  Neilbon. — You  will  go  on,  sir,  and  regulate  it  in  your  own  way. 

Mr,  Ecarts, — And  if  it  is  to  be  made  the  subject  of  an  exception,  why, 
then,  it  becomes  a  matter  of  deliberation  with  us,  if  your  Honor  please,  as  to 
how  the  arrangements  shall  be  made. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  have  left  you  at  liberty  to  arrange  iLas  you  think  best. 

Mr,  Eoarts. — Oh  I  yes;  but  your  Honor  sees  that  we  can  not  arrange  in  five 
minutes  the  preparations.  We  are  ready  to  proceed  in  that  way,  but  our 
learned  friends  make  an  objection  to  that ;  they  make  an  objection  to  that, 
even  to  the  point  of  an  exception,  and  under  that  aspect  of  the  case  we  desire 
to  be  able  to  determine  freely  which  course  shall  be  taken,  and  if  it  is  neces- 
sary that  I  now  suddenly  should  undertake  to  complete  this  cross-examination 
why,  then,  it  is  necessary  that  I  should  be  prepared  for  it,  and  not  prepare 
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myself  in  the  presence  of  the  court,  and  the  public,  and  the  newspapers.  And, 
under  thiit  view,  our  learned  friends  are  entitled  to  their  choice,  whether  they 
would  rather  this  matter  should  stand  until  Judge  Porter  comes  out,  and  the 
rest  of  the  testimon}*  p)  on,  or  stand  until  to-morrow  morning,  with  the  alter- 
native of  Judge  Porter  then  lieing  alile  to  be  out,  or  of  some  other  counsel,  to 
whom  they  have  no  objection  of  any  kind,  proceeding. 

JuDCiE  Neilson. — 1  think  it  would  be  more  orderly  to  proceed  with  this 
witness  now,  and  close  his  examination,  and  I  have  intende<l  to  say  that  the 
defendant's  counsel  may,  either  of  them,  as  they  may  elegit,  proceed  with 
the  cross-e-xamination ;  and  if  it  requires  consultation,  of  course  you  will 
have  it. 

Mr.  JEJvarfs. — May  we  reserve  the  right  to  apply  to  your  Honor  to  divide 
the  labor  ? 

Judge  Xeilson. — Well. 

Mr.  Tracf/, — Before  proceeding  lo  discharge  the  duty  devolved  upon  me, 
the  remarkable  statement  that  has  been  made  by  counsel,  and  the  evidence 
that  has  been  given  by  the  witness,  call  upon  me,  I  think,  for  a  brief  state- 
ment of  mv  counecticm  with  this  case. 

JcDGE  Neilsox. — I  don't  think  it  does,  Mr.  Tracy;  it  will  only  lead  to 
further  debate.  The  mere  act  of  your  proceeding  is  a  sufficient  indication  to 
me  of  your  view  of  your  duty,  and  that  is  enough  for  me. 

Mr.  Tract/, — I  am  happy  that  your  Honor  takes  that  view  of  my  position. 
I  would  say,  however,  that  I  have  taken  no  step  in  this  case  without  con- 
ferring freely  not  only  with  my  associates  as  to  my  duty  here,  but  with  the 
most  eminent  members  of  the  bar  not  connected  with  this  case:  an«l  everv 
step  in  it  I  have  taken,  has  been  taken  on  their  judgment  as  to  what  I  might 
professionally  do,  with  honor.  I  understand  very  well  the  position  in  which 
this  prosecution  has  sought  to  place  me  in  this  case.  But  I  came  into  this 
case  as  tiie  friend  of  this  defendant.  However  others  may  have  changed.  I 
have  never;  no  act  of  mine  has  ever  been  inconsistent  with  that  friendship, 
and  I  have  ])erformed  every  duty  by  the  witness  and  the  plaintiff  that  honor 
and  justice  called  upon  me  to  do.  As  for  the  responsibility  which  I  now 
take,  I  am  not  only  prepared  to  answer  that  to  my  conscience,  but  to  my  God. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  sufficient.     Please  proceed. 

Mr.  Tracy. — [To  the  witness.]  I  find  in  your  statement  which  you  pre- 
pared for  Mr.  Beecherto  make  after  the  publication  of  the  Bacon  letter,  which 
is  "  Exhil)it  34  "  [p.  431,  aiUe]^  you  refer  to  an  apology  which  he  had  made 
to  Theodore  Tilton  in  that  statement;  do  you  refer  to  any  written  paper  or 
any  writing  as  that  apology  ?  A.  The  apology  part  which  was  quoted,  air; 
I  think  1  called  that  an  apology. 

Q.  In  Mr.  Tilton's  letter  to  Dr.  Bacon  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  was  the  apology  to  which  you  referred  ?     A.   Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  is  the  same  paper  writing  to  which  you  understood  Mr. 
Tilton  to  refer  so  often  in  the  Bacon  letter  as  Mr.  Beecher's  apology  ?  A. 
That  which  is  quoted  ia  the  Bacon  letter — the  writing  ? 

Q.  Yes,  the  writing?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  AVill   \ou  tell  us,  !Mr.  Moulton,  in  what  publication  the  name  of  that 
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writing  was  changed  from  an  ^^  apology''  to  a  *' letter  of  contrition,'*  first  t 
A.  In  what  published  document — in  what  publication  f 

Q.  In  what  publication  was  that  first  changed  from  an  apology  to  a  letter 
of  contrition  ?    Where  did  you  first  see  it  ? 

Mr,  FuUertmi, — One  moment.  Tlmt  question  is  predicated  on  the  assump- 
tion of  a  tact  which  is  not  in  the  case. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  assumes  a  change  was  made. 

Mr.  Tracy, — Did  you  ever  see  the  letter  of  contrition  ?  A.  I  think,  after 
the  publication  of  the  Bacon  letter  was  the  first  time  I  called  it  an  apology. 

Q.  I  do  not  ask  you  that;  I  think  we  will  get  on  better  if  you  answer  my 
question.     A.  I  will  endeavor  to  do  so,  sir,  with  the  utmost  courtesy. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  it  in  any  publication  as  a  letter  of  contrition  until  after 
you  had  had  the  benefit  of  the  professional  services  of  Gen.  Butler? 

Mr.  Beach, — ^I  object.  That  is  assuming  that  he  did  see  it,  which  does 
not  appear. 

Mr,  Evarts, — ^We  can  inquire  if  he  ever  did  see  it. 

The  WitneM, — Put  the  question  again. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  it  called  a  letter  of  contriticm  prior  to  the  time  when 
you  availed  yourself  of  the  professional  services  of  Gen.  Butler  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — In  what  form  ?    In  a  publication  or  instrument? 

Judge  Neilson. — He  means  that. 

Mr,  Beach. — We  do  not  know  what  he  means — he  must  express  it.  Now 
if  he  is  asking  for  the  name  applied  to  the  instrument  in  some  newspaper,  it  is 
immaterial  and  improper,  and  I  object. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^It  is  utterly  immaterial  what  it  was  called,  or  whether 
it  was  changed,  unless  the  witness  changed  it. 

Mr.  Tract/, — I  mean  any  newspaper  or  any  printed  publication.  When  I 
use  the  word  publication,  I  mean  a  printed  publication.  Did  you  see  it  any- 
where printed  as  a  letter  of  contrition  before  you  availed  yourself  of  the  pro- 
fessional services  of  Gen.  Butler  ? 

Mr.  Beach, — We  object. 

The  Witnesa, — I  don't  think  I  ever 

Mr.  Bwicft.— Wait  a  moment  when  you  hear  an  objection. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  answers  that  he  does  not  think  he  did. 

The  Witness. — I  did  not  answer  in  that  way. 

Mr.  Tract/. — When  had  you  last  seen  Mr.  Tilton  prior  to  your  meeting 
him  at  his  house  on  the  2Gth  of  December,  '70  ?  A.  When  had  I  last 
seen  him  ? 

Judge  Xeilson.. — Allow  me  to  suggest  that  you  should  not  repeat  the 
questions. 

The  Witness. — I  shall  not.     Please  to  repeat  that  questi(m  again. 

Q.  When  had  you  last  seen  Mr.  Tilton  prior  to  the  interview  with  him  at 
hiB  house  on  the  26th  December  ?    A.  I  don't  know  when. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  what  day  of  the  week  the  26th  was  ?  A.  I  do  not 
remember  the  day  of  the  week  now,  precisely. 

Q.  Was  it  on  Monday  ?    A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Fad  you  seen  him  the  day  before  7    A.  I  don't  remember  that  I  had. 
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Q.  Do  you  know  that  he  was  at  your  house  on  Sunday  before  that  ?    A. 
I  don't  know,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  know  that  he  had  published  his  valedictory  as  editor  of  The 
Independent^  ])ri(>r  to  that  ?     A.  I  read  his  valedictory. 

Q.  I  did  not  ask  you  that.  I  ask  if  you  knew  he  had  publislied  it  pre- 
vious ? 

Mr.  Beach. — I  think  the  witness  is  entitled  to  say  that  he  knew  it  by  read- 
ing it. 

Mr.  Tracy. — That  he  says.  I  ask  him  as  to  his  knowledge;  I  don't  ask 
him  wliat  he  road.  I  ask  if  he  knew  he  had  published  his  valedictory  in  The 
Independent  prior  to  that  meeting  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — The  only  way,  of  course,  that  he  can  answer  that  is  that 
he  saw  it  in  the  paper;  unless  he  was  present  and  saw  him  write  it. 

Mr.  Tracy — I  do  not  object  to  his  answering  in  that  way;  but  he  was  pro- 
ceeding to  say  he  read  it. 

Mr,  Evartn. — It  is  very  immaterial,  perhaps;  he  says  he  did  know  of  it  and 
read  it;  and  I  have  no  objection  to  this  form  of  answer.  But,  your  Honor 
will  see  that  it  is  quite  precipitate  to  allege  that  he  can  not  answer  any  other 
way  than  that  he  had  read  it. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  repeat.  Did  you  know  that  his  valedictory  had  been  pub- 
lished in  The  Independent  prior  to  Dec.  26th  ? 

JuDCfE  Neilson. — Answer,  yes  or  no. 

The  Witness. — I  can  not  answer  the  question,  without  explaining  yes  or  no; 
I  do  not  remember  now  the  date  when  it  was  published ;  but  when  it  was 
published  I  read  it. 

Q.  Then  you  knew  of  it  at  the  time  of  publication  ? 

Mr.  Fullcrton, — That  does  not  appear. 

Mr,  EvartH. — Let  us  understand:  I  understand  the  witness  to  say  that  it 
came  to  his  knowledge  at  the  time  it  was  published. 

Judge  Neilson. -7-The  time  he  saw  it  in  the  paper. 

Mr,  Ikach. — That  would  be  the  date  that  he  saw  the  paper;  it  may  have 
been  a  week  after. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — I  understand  his  answer  to  be  (and  we  arc  now  talking  of 
what  it  is,  and  not  what  it  ought  to  be),  that  when  it  was  published,  he  then 
saw  it. 

Mr.  Fidlerton. — I  don't  so  understand  his  answer  at  all. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Now,  had  you  read  it  prior  to  December  26th  ?  A.  If  you 
give  me  the  date  of  the  editorial,  I  can  tell  you. 

Q.  The  22nd  ?    A.  That  was  the  date  Tlie  Independent  was  issued  ? 

Q.  Yes.     A.  I  think  I  read  it  on  the  first  day  it  was  issued. 

Q.  Had  you  been,  on  the  26th  of  December,  informed  that  Mr.  Tilton 
had  made  two  contracts  with  Mr.  Bo  wen  at  $5,000  a  year— one  as  editor  of 
The  Union  and  the  other  as  contributor  to  The  Independent?  A.  I  have  been 
informed  that  he  had  made  contracts.  I  do  not  know  whether  I  was  informed 
by  December  26th  or  not. 

Q.  Had  you  been  informed  of  that  on  the  26th  December,  prior  to  this 
intervievj;  with  him  ?    A.  I  don't  know  whether  it  was  prior  to  this  inter- 


Jan.  20,  1875.]  GB088  EXAMINATION  549 

view  with  him  on  the  26th  or  not,  at  the  present  moment;  I  think  it  was, 
however. 

Q.  Did  you  know  that  Mr.  Tilton  was  to  have  an  interview  on  the  20th  of 
December  with  Mr.  Bowen  and  Mr.  Oliver  Johnson,  before  the  interview 
occurred  ?    A.  I  can  not  swear  now  that  I  did  know  that,  positively. 

Q.  Was  it  a  week  day  or  a  Sunday,  the  20th  December,  when  you  were 
at  his  liouse  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  whether  a  week  day  or  Sunday. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  what  time  of  the  day  you  went  to  his  house  on  that 
day  ?    A.  I  remember,  from  a  memorandum  that  I  nude  at  the  time. 

Q.  I  don't  ask  that;  I  ask  if  you  remember  the  time?  A.  It  was  in  the 
afterno'm  of  December  20th. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  the  time  that  you  went  there  ?  A.  Somewhere  in 
the  neighborhood  of  three  o'clock. 

Q.  Was  he  at  home  when  you  went  there  ?    A.  That  I  can't  say,  positively. 

Q.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Tilton  on  thai  day  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  I  did. 

Q.  Did  you  wait  for  Mr.  Tilton's  return  on  that  day  ?  A.  I  don't  re- 
member. 

Q.  Did  you  know  where  he  was  ?    A.  I  don't  know  that  I  did. 

Q.  Did  you  know  what  time  he  was  to  return  ?     A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  How  long  did  you  wait  for  him  before  he  came  ?  A.  I  do  not  know 
that  I  waited  for  him  at  all. 

Mr.  Ikach. — This  question  is  on  the  assumption  that  he  did  wait. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  understood  him  to  say  that  he  did  wait,  on  his  direct 
examination.  But  1  will  ask  him.  [To  the  witness.]  Was  Mr.  Tilton  at 
home  when  you  went  there  that  day  ?    A.  I  do  not  remember  now. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  took  you  to  Mr.  Tilton's  house  that  day  ?  A.  I 
went  there  as  I  usually  went  to  his  house. 

Q.  Do  you  usually  go  to  his  house  on  week  days  at  3  o'clock  in  the  after- 
noon ?    A.  I  go  there  almost  any  hour  of  the  day  when  it  is  convenient. 

Q.  Do  you  go  every  day  at  3  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  usually  go  every  day  at  3  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  ?  A.  No, 
sir  ;  there  wiis  no  usual  hour  for  going. 

Q.  Are  you  there  usually  every  day  at  3  o'clock  at  his  house  ?  A.  There 
have  been  times  when  I  have  been  there  every  day. 

Q.  At  this  time  were  you  ?    A.  I  don't  think  I  was  at  that  time. 

Q.  How  often  do  you  think  at  this  time  that  you  were  in  the  habit  of 
visiting  the  house  on  week  days,  during  business-htmrs  ?  A.  Well,  I  certainly 
do  not  remember. 

Judge  Neilson. — State  as  near  as  you  can  tell  ? 

The  Witness. — Not  very  frequently. 

Mr.  Tracy. — At  the  interview  in  which  you  read  the  letter  he  had  sent  to 
Mr.  Beecher  by  the  hands  of  Mr.  Bowen,  did  he  tell  you  when  he  supposed 
that  letter  was  to  be  delivered  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  don't  think  he  told  me 
when  he  supposed  it  was  to  be  delivered. 

Q.  Did  you  make  any  other  remark  to  him  about  his  sending  the  letter 
without  Bowen's  signing  it,  except  that  he  was  a  fool  ?  Did  you  say  to  him 
that  he  vas  a  ruined  man  ?    A.  I  dcmt  think  I  did. 
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Q.  Do  you  recollect  that  you  did  not  ?  A.  I  am  trying  to  state  the  truth 
as  Dear  as  I  can  remember. 

Mr.  Emrtn. — We  might  as  well  say,  once  for  all,  that  is  covered  by  the 
oath  he  has  taken — that  he  is  to  tell  the  truth.  It  is  not  necessary  to  repeat 
that. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes;  ans\%eryes  or  no  ? 

Mr.  FuJUrfon. — We  might  as  well  say  that  the  last  question  was  covered 
by  the  former  answer. 

Mr,  Tracy. — ^That  would  be  a  ground  of  objection. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Well,  perhaps  so;  but  we  will  make  our  own  form  of 
objection. 

The  Witness, — Now  if  you  will  ask  me  the  question  again  I  will  try  and 
answer  it. 

Mr.  Tracy. — My  question  is,  did  you  not  so  state,  or  do  you  recollect  that 
you  did  not  say  to  him  that  he  was  a  ruined  man  ?  A.  To  the  best  of  my 
recollection  I  should  sav  no. 

Q.  How  long  was  tliat  interview  between  you  and  Mr.  Til  ton  on  that  oc- 
casion ?    A.  It  may  have  lasted  half  an  hour  or  an  hour. 

Q.  Did  you  learn  from  him  at  that  time  the  object  of  the  interview  that 
he  had  with  Mr.  Bowen  ? 

Mr,  FulUrton. — We  object  to  that.  How  can  bis  opinion  be  asked  of  the 
object  that  Mr.  Tilto  i  had  ? 

Mr.  EvartH. — Your  Honor  has  ruled  that  the  witness  may  answer  the  pre- 
liminary question,  yea  or  no. 

JuDOB  Xeilson. — The  objection  is,  that  this  question  asks  for  a  deduction, 
and  not  what  was  said. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  will  change  the  form  of  my  question.  [To  the  witness]: 
Was  anything  said  by  Mr.  Tilton  on  that  dny  as  to  the  object  of  the  interview 
he  had  with  Mr.  Bowen  ?     A.  I  think  there  was,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  on  that  occasion  that  rumors  aifecting  his  moral  charac- 
ter had  come  to  Mr.  Bowen,  which  led  Mr.  Bowen  to  think  of  breaking  the 
contract  with  him  which  he  had  just  made,  and  that  the  object  of  the  inter- 
view was  to  enable  him  to  explain  these  rumors  which  had  reached  Mr.  Bowen  ? 
A.  I  can  not  answer  the  question  without  explaining  it. 

Judge  Neilron. — Oo  on,  sir,  and  answer. 

The  Witness. — Mr.  Tilton,  as  I  remember,  said  to  me  what  he  had  done  at 
the  interview. 

Q.  I  do  not  ask  what  Mr.  Tilton  said  to  you. 

The  Witnens, — ^3Iay  I  explain,  your  Honor  ?  I  can  not  answer  the  question 
without  explaining. 

Judge  Xeilson. — The  commrm  practice  is  to  answer,  and  then  explain 
afterwards. 

Mr,  Morris, — It  would  be  difficult  to  answer  a  speech  the  counsel  makes 
to  the  witness. 

Mr,  Evarts. — If  there  is  any  objection  to  the  question  that  is  one  thing,  but 
if  the  question  is  proper,  then  we  are  entitled  to  an  answer. 

Mr  FuUerton, — Our  objcc'ion  is  not  that  you  are  not  entitled  to  an  answer. 
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JtTDOE  Neilson. — But  then  you  must  take  the  answer  as  it  is  given. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — The  question  is  so  framed  that  a  categorical  answer  may 
not  convey  the  whole  truth. 

yfr.  Beaeh. — The  question  does  not  ask  tlie  witness  to  state  whether  Tilton 
did,  in  substance,  c.r  not  say  so;  But  it  calls  for  him  to  state  if  Tilton  said  to 
him  the  precise  language  of  the  question.  If  the  very  words  were  not  used,  I 
ask  your  Honor  to  instruct  the  witness  that  he  can  answer  one  way  or  the  other. 

J/)-.  Emrta, — It  is  not  the  province  of  the  court  to  instruct  a  witness  how 
he  can  evade  answering  a  question ;  and  yet  my  learned  friend  asks  your 
Honor  to  instruct  the  witness  that  if  one  word  is  left  out  he  can  refuse  to 
answer  such  a  question  as  that.  We  have  asked  the  question,  and  if  it  is  ob- 
jectionable it  must  be  objected  to.  If  it  is  not  objectionable  then  the  witness 
should  answer,  and  his  answer  will  be  just  what  his  sense  of  the  oath  and  his 
conscience  dictates ;  but  it  is  his  answer  that  we  are  entitled  to. 

Judge  Xkilson. — I  want  to  say  to  Mr.  Evarts  that  he  was  in  error  in 
using  the  word  '•  evade,"  as  applied  to  the  witness  on  the  stand. 

Mr,  ErartH. — I  submit  U\  your  Honor's  correction;  but  this  was  an  extra- 
ordinary proposition. 

Judge  Neilsox. — It  is  a  proposition  raised  by  counsel. 

Q.  [Repeated.]  Did  he  tell  you  on  that  occasion  that  rumors  affecting  his 
moral  character  had  come  to  Mr.  Bo  wen,  which  led  Mr.  Bowen  to  think  of 
breaking  the  contract  with  hi  in  which  he  had  just  made,  and  that  the  object 
of  tiiat  interview  was  to  enable  him  to  explain  these  rumors  which  had 
reached  Mr.  Bowen  ?    A.  I  answer  that  question,  no. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  that  that  interview  had  been  brought  about  by  Oliver 
Johnson,  to  whom  Mr.  Bowen  had  conveyed  certain  rumors  which  he  had 
heard  about  Mr.  Tilton  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  at  that  interview  that  Mr.  Bowen  had  repeated  the 
rumors  and  stories  which  he  had  heard  about  Mr.  Tilton  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  at  that  interview  that  he  had  attacked  Mr.  Beecher  to 
3Ir.  Boiven,  by  saying  that  Mr.  Beecher  had  made  unhandsome  proposals  to 
bis  wife  ?    A.  He  did  say  that. 

Q.  Did  he  say  in  that  interview  that  he  offerer)  to  join  Mr.  Bowen  in  a 
war  upon  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  No;  he  did  not  say  that. 

Q.  Did  he  say  that  he  offered  Mr.  Bowen  to  draft  the  letter  which  ho 
read  ?    A.  Put  that  question  again. 

Q.  Did  he  say  that  he  offered  to  Mr.  Bowen  to  draft  the  letter  which  he 
had  read,  and  which  3Ir.  Bowen  agreed  to  prepare  to  Mi*.  Beecher  ?  A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  say  that  he  did  draft  the  letter  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Did  he  say  he  wrote  it  ?     A.  Yes;  he  wrote  it. 

Q.  He  said  he  wrote  it  ?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  Now,  when  did  you  see  Mr.  Tilton  after  that  interview  ?  A.  I  saw 
him  between  that  time  and  December  80th  sonic  time;  I  can  not  remember 
the  dale  no^. 

Q.  Did  you  know  at  the  time  of  the  second  interview  with  Tilton,  that 
his  letter  to  Beecher  had  i>een  delivered  by  B  >wen  \    A.  I  did  not. 

Mr,  Beach, — What  do  you  call  the  second  interview  ? 
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Mr.  T'racy.— The  first  interview  that  occurred  after  the  26th  of  December. 

Q.  You  did  not  know  it  had  been  delivered  to  Bowen  ?  A.  To  Mr. 
Beecher,  you  mcau  ? 

Q.  Yes;  did  you  inquire  whether  it  had?     A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  And  you  did  not  know  then  that  Mr.  Beecher  had  that  letter  ?  A.  I 
did  not. 

Q.  At  the  time  of  the  second  interview  did  you  know  that  this  angry  in- 
terview between  Bowen  and  Tilton  had  occurred  ?  A.  I  did,  I  knew  that 
an  angry  interview  had  occurred. 

Q.  An  angry  interview  hnd  occurred  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Subsequently  to  the  26th  ?     A.  Yes.  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  know  whether  that  interview  occurred  after  or  before  Bowen 
had  deliveied  the  letter  to  Beecher  ?    A.  I  did  not  know  anything  about  it. 

Q.  You  did  not  know  anything  about  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  did  not  ask  anytldng  about  it  ?      A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  Did  you  at  any  time  between  the  27th  or  26th  and  the  80th  ever  ask 
Tilton  whether  his  letter  to  Beecher  had  been  presented  ?    A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  And  you  did  not  know  ?      A.  I  did  not  know. 

Q.  And  you  did  not  know  prior  to  the  30th  that  the  letter  had  been  re- 
ceived by  Beecher,  or  what  answer  Beecher  had  made  to  it  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  the  conversation  which  you  thought  so  important,  on  the  26th,  as 
to  make  a  memorandum  of,  you  never  had  asked  about  since  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  time  cm  the  30th  did  you  see  Mr.  Tilton  —  what  time  of  day  ? 
A.  Towards — in  the  evening,  I  think,  sir. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.  At  my  house. 

Q.  Do  you  know  about  what  time  ?  A.  1  think  before — about  6  o^clock, 
I  should  think. 

Q.  About  6  o'clock  ?    A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Did  he  take  tea  at  your  house  that  night?  A.  I  don't  rememl>er 
whether  he  did  or  not. 

Q.  Where  did  the  interview  between  you  and  him  take  place?  A.  I 
think  in  my  front  chamber,  upstairs. 

Q.  How  long  was  that  interview  ?    A.  Not  very  long. 

Q.  Well,  about  how  long  ?  A.  Oh,  I  should  not  think  it  was  half  an 
hour  long. 

Q.  Was  it  half  an  hour  long  ?    A.  I  should  not  think  it  was. 

Q.  Was  it  20  minutes  ?    A.  I  should  say  it  was. 

Q.  Then  you  went  from  his  presence  to  the  house  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  what  you  have  repeated  on  your  direct 
examination  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Morris, — He  repeated  that  in  his  cross-examination. 

Mr.  EvarU. — That  is  not  a  necessary  interruption.  Who  made  that  in- 
terruption ? 

Mr,  Murris, — I  made  that  interruption. 

Mr,  EvarU.- -It  was  not  a  necessary  interruption.  We  had  a  right  to  ask 
the  witness  if  he  did  in  his  direct  examination  say  so. 
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Mr,  MorrU. — I  object  to  the  question,  on  the  ground  that  it  has  been  all 
gone  over  on  the  cross-examination  minutely,  and  the>  have  no  right  to  ex- 
amine the  witness  to-day  upon  the  same  point  upon  which  he  was  minutely 
examined  yesterday. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  so,  if  your  recollection  is  right  as  to  what  took 
place. 

Mr.  Morris, — I  am  rigiit  in  my  recollection. 

Mr,  Tracy, — Your  Honor  will  observe  that  the  cross-examination  yester- 
day was  general — referring  generally  to  the  various  aspects  of  the  case,  as 
introduced  by  Judge  Porter's  plan  of  cross-examination,  which  was  to  take 
np  each  interview  separately  and  distinctly  by  itself,  in  the  order  in  which  it 
had  been  testified  to. 

JuBOE  Neilson. — I  think,  as  a  general  rule,  you  should  take  up  the  ex- 
amination where  he  left  off. 

Mr,  Tracy, — ^That  is  what  I  am  doing. 

Mr,  Marris, — No,  sir;  and  I  appeal  to  the  stenographer's  minutes;  he  has 
been  mioutely  cross-examined  as  to  this. 

Mr.  Tracy, — The  cross-examination  of  Judge  Porter  at  the  close  of  the 
day,  yesterday,  had  reached  in  order  the  point  that  I  have  now  stated;  and 
I  am  now  going  on  with  the  witness  in  the  order  in  which  he  stated  the  facts 
on  his  direct  examination. 

Mr.  Beach, — Well,  that  maintains  our  proposition  that  hitherto  it  has  been 
a  mere  repetition  of  Judge  Porter's  cross-examination. 

Mr.  Tracy, — No,  sir ;  I  have  gt)ne  through  one  interview  and  exhausted 
it,  and  now  I  propose  to  go  to  another,  and  I  propose  to  go  step  after 
step. 

JuDOE  Neilson. — Do  you  propose  to  go  over  the  same  ground  Judge 
Porter  went  over  ? 

Mr,  Tracy, — Oh  I  no ;  Judge  Porter  did  not  go  over  it. 

Mr,  Morris. — Well,  we  say  he  did. 

Mr,  Tracy, — I  can't  help  your  saying  he  did. 

Mr,  Morris, — But  the  stenographer's  minutes  will  settle  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  it  would  be  burdensome  to  look  at  the  minutes 
as  we  pass  from  one  subject  to  another.  I  think  the  counsel  should  act  from 
recollection. 

Mr,  Beach, — ^Your  Honor  will  remember  that  Mr.  Porter  cross-examined 
this  witness  specially  as  to  the  interviews  of  the  26th  and  30th  of  December, 
and  with  great  minuteness  inquiring  into  interviews  as  between  those  two 
dates,  and  carried  the  witness  through  the  details  of  this  very  occurrence. 
Now,  sir,  under  the  embarrassment  in  which  my  friends  are  situated,  I  do  not 
care  to  be  very  particular  upon  that  subject,  and  I  think  they  are  entitled  to 
some  degree  of  indulgence  and  license  in  that  respect,  but  that  this  is  but  a 
repetition  of  the  examination  of  Judge  Porter,  I  think,  must  occur  very 
readily  to  my  learned  friends. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Judge  Porter  had  just  reached  and  entered  upon  this  branch 
of  the  case  in  the  order  m  which  he  had  arranged  it,  and  was  talking  about 
the  first  interviews  of  December  26th,  27th,  and  30th. 
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Judge  NEHiSON. — Well,  proceed,  and  keep  within  the  rule;  don't  go  over 
the  same  ground 

Mr.  Tracy, — I  shall  endeavor  to  do  so.  T  am  pursuing  precisely  the  plan 
of  examination  marked  out  by  Judge  Porter,  precisely. 

if/*.  Tracy. — You  said  on  your  direct  examination,  as  I  understood  you, 
that  on  coming  down  the  stoop  Mr.  Beecher  said,  "What  shall  I  do?"  A. 
''  What  cat!  I  do  ?"  I  think. 

Q.  *'  What  can  I  do  ?" — and  your  reply  to  that  was  what  ?  please  repeat 
it?  A.  *'I  am  not  a  Cliristian,  but  I  will  try  and  show  you  bow  well  a 
heathen  can  serve  you." 

Q.  Did  you  intend  that  as  a  proflFer  of  friendship  and  service  to  Mr, 
Beecher?     A.  I  did;  ves. 

Q.  Then  at  that  time  you  intended  to  proffer  to  Mr.  Beecher  your  friend- 
sliip  and  your  friendly  aid  in  this  matter  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  On  your  way  up  you  talked,  you  say,  about  the  charges — you  told  him 
the  charges  which  Bowen  had  made  against  him  to  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  Yes,  sir  ; 
something  of  them. 

Q.  And  you  repeated  those  charges  to  him  ?  A.  Something  of  them  ; 
yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  he  expressed  surprise  at  that  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Saying  that  Bowen  had  said  nothing  of  that  kind  to  him  ?  A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  Did  he  also  add,  at  that  interview,  that  Bowen  had  not  only  not  said 
anything  of  that  kind  to  him,  but  that  he  had  repeated  stories  to  him 
about  Tilton  .'    A.  I  think  not  at  that  interview,  sir. 

Q.  Not  at  that  interview  ?  A.  I  think  not  at  that — not  on  the  evening  of 
December  30th. 

Q.  Well,  you  say  you  think  not.  Arc  you  willing  to  swear  that  he  did 
not  ?     A.  He  did ;  yes,  sir, 

Q.  He  did  ?     A.  He  did ;  yes,  on  the  evening  of  December  the  30th. 

Q.  Then  repeat  what  he  said  on  that  subject,  please — the  subject  of  the 
stories  which  Mr.  Bowen  had  told  him  about  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  He  said  that 
Mr.  Bowen  had  said  to  him  that  he  had  heard  certain  stories  against  Mr. 
Tilton,  and  Mr.  Beecher  said  that  upon  the  basis  of  rumors  that  lie  had  heard, 
he  had  sympathized  with  Mr.  Bowen. 

Q.  And  did  he  say  that  he  had  expressed  that  sympathy  to  Mr.  Bowen 
that  night  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  what  were  the  stories  that  he  said  Mr.  Bowen  had  heard  about 
Mr.  Tilton?     A.  He  did  not  mention  them. 

Q.  He  didn't  mention  them  ?     A.  No. 

Q.  At  aU  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  state  more  fully  Mr.  Beecher's  language  when  he  repeated 
that  part  of  your  interview  with  him  ?     A.  No,  sir;  not  more  fully — ^not  now. 

Q.  What  reply  did  you  make  to  that  ?    A.  To  the  stories  ? 

Q.  Yes,  to  his  reference  to  the  Bowen  stories  about  Mr.  Tilton  in  which 
Mr.  Beecher  had  sympathized  ?  A.  I  expresst^d  surprise — ^I  don't  remember 
exactly  what  I  said. 
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Q.  GanH  you  recollect  the  substance  of  your  language  ?  A.  I  think  I  said 
to  Mr.  Beecher  thai  Bowen  was  treacherous  to  both  of  them. 

Q.  And  was  the  friend  of  neither?    A.  I  don't  think  I  said  that. 

Q.  Don't  think  you  said  that,  but  said  he  was  treacherous  to  both  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  at  that  time  express  any  opinion  to  Mr.  Beecher  concerning 
the  truth  of  the  stories  which  Bowen  had  told  about  Tilton?  A.  No;  I 
don't  think  I  did. 

Q.  What  ?    A.  I  don't  think  I  did  at  that  interview. 

Q.  Are  you  certain  of  that  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  quite  certain.' 

Q.  Quite  certain  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  say  anything  to  Mr.  Beecher  to  remove  from  him  the  impres- 
alon  that  you  believed  the  stories  true  about  Mr.  Tilton  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — That  is  objected  to. 

Q.  Did  you  say  anything  to  hiui  on  the  subject  of  whether  you  believed 
them  true  or  false?  A.  I  don't  think  I  did,  sir;  I  don't  remember  that  I 
did. 

Q.  Well,  did  you  intend,  by  your  reply,  that  Bowen  was  treacherous  to 
both  f>f  them,  to  leave  the  impression  upon  Mr.  Beecher's  mind  that  you 
thought  the  stories  about  Tilton  true  ? 

Mr.  Morris, — The  question  is  objected  to.  What  he  intended,  I  submit,  is 
not  material ;  state  what  he  said. 

Judge  Neilhon. — I  think  his  intent  must  be  gathered  from  what  he 
Mid. 

Mr.  EtarU. — Well,  if  your  Honor  please,  the  witness  has  made  a  reply 
which,  on  one  view  of  it,  and  perhaps  the  correct  view,  carries  the  impression 
in  comparing  that  statement  with  the  rest  of  his  testimony,  that  he  meant  to 
say  that  Bowen  had  been  treacherous  in  telling  these  true  stories  about  Til- 
ton, or  that  he  had  been  trea'^herous  to  Tilton  in  the  matter  of  friendship  by 
telling  false  stories;  we  want  to  know  which  of  those  views  he  did  present  to 
3Ir.  Beecher. 

Judge  Neilson. — Doesn't  that  appear  by  his  conversation  on  the  occasion  ? 

Mr.  EcnrU. — lie  did  not  answer  that.  We  are  cross-examining  him  to  get 
at  the  actual  drift  and  purport  of  his  conversation,  as  it  was  suited  to  produce 
an  impression  on  Mr.  Beecher's  mind. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  have  a  right  to  that. 

Mr.  Tracy. — That  is  what  we  ask  the  question  for — what  he  intended  by 
his  answer  that  he  made  to  Mr.  Beecher. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  a  different  question  altogether.  I  agree  with 
Mr.  Evarts  that  you  are  entitled  to  the  conversation — all  of  it. 

The  Witness. — I  will  give  the  conversation — shall  I  ? 

Mr,  Tracy, — We  are  cross-examining  this  witness.  He  says  that  he  made 
a  certain  answer  to  >Ir.  Beecher  wliich  is  ambiguous.  Now,  we  ask  him  what 
he  intended  by  that  answer;  what  he  intended  to  convey,  because  the  man- 
ner of  speech,  the  accent,  the  intonation  of  voice,  all  carry  with  them  their 
impression,  which  it  is  impossible  for  the  witness  to  repeat  to  the  jury,  and 
we  ask  him  **  What  was  your  intention  ?" 
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Judge  Neilson. — The  weakuess  of  that  poiot  is  this,  that  Mr.  Beecher 
might  understand  that  intention  one  way,  and  the  witness,  as  he  now  recol- 
lects it,  might  have  understood  it  in  another  way,  and  it  don't  help  you. 

Mr.  EvarU. — Well,  we  will  ask  him  what  Mr.  Beecher  said  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — You  will  get  the  conversation,  of  course. 

Mr.  EvarU. — This  is  a  part  of  it. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Does  your  Honor  exclude  the  question  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — With  that  view, — the  mere  intent,  the  mental  reservar 
tion. 

Mr.  Tracy, — Does  your  Honor  exclude  the  question  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  will  take  an  exception,  and  we  will  pass  on. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Did  Mr.    Beecher  make   any  reply  to  that  answer  of  yoore 

about  the  treachery  of  Mr.  Bo  wen  ?      A.  I  said Yes,  sir;  he  made  a 

reply. 

Q.  What  was  it  ?     A.  He  thought  he  was  treacherous. 

Q.  And  did  you  then  renew  to  him  your  friendship — proffer  of  your  friend- 
ship— that  you  would  be  his  friend,  and  serve  him  ?  A.  I  don't  remember 
that  that  followed,  sir. 

Q.  Don't  remember  that  that  followed  again  ?     A.  No. 

Q.  That  you  again  repeated  it  ?     A.  No;  I  don't  think  I  did. 

Q.  Where  was  your  house  in  Clinton-street  ?     A.   143  Clinton. 

Q.  Between  what  streets  is  thai  ?  A.  That  is  between  Livingston  and  the 
street  below  it — what  is  that  ? — Scherinerhorn. 

Q.  Well,  on  entering  your  house  that  night,  Mr.  Beecher  passed  upstairs, 
by  your  direction,  to  the  second  story,  frout  room  ?  A.  I  passed  him  into  the 
second  story  and  the  front  room ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  remained  in  the  parlor  below  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  lock  the  front  door  after  he  went  in  that  night  ?  A.  I  don't 
remember  that  I  locked  the  front  door. 

Q.  You  don't  remember  that  you  did  ?    A.  No;  very  likely  I  did. 

Q.  Don't  you  remember  that  you  did  ?  A.  No ;  I  don't  remember  that  I 
did. 

Q.  Why,  then,  do  you  say  it  is  very  likely  you  did  ?  A.  Why,  I  usually 
locked  the  front  door  when  I  went  into  the  house. 

Q.  You  did  ?     A.  It  is  my  habit ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  you  have  friends  in,  it  is  your  habit  to  lock  the  front  door  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir;  or  latch. 

Q.  To  latch  or  lock,  which  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  latch  it  or  lock  it,  just  asyoa 
choose. 

Q.  You  don't  know  whether  you  did  it  that  night  or  not?  A.  No;  I 
rather  think  I  did,  though. 

Q.  After  Mr.  Beecher  came  down  did  you  take  the  key  out  and  put  it  in 
your  pocket  ?    A.  No,  sir ;  I  did  not. 

Q.  You  did  not  do  that  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  After  Mr.  Beecher  came  down  and  you  went  with  him  to  Mr.  Tilton's 
house,  on  the  wav  there   did  you  again  talk  about  Mr.  Bowen  ?     A.   Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  What  was  the  substance  of  your  conversation  in  regard  to  Mr.  Bowen 
on  your  way  to  Tilton's  house  ?  A.  Told  him  again  that  I  thought  Mr.  Bowen 
was  n  treacherous  man.  I  said  to  Mr.  Beechcr,  ^'  Bowen  promised  to  sustain 
Mr.  Tilton  in  those  charges,  and  he  goes  to  you  according  to  what  you  have 
Slid  to  me,  and  promises  to  he  your  friend.  Now,  I  think  he  is  treacherous 
toward  lK)th  of  you,  in  having  repeated  the  stories  that  he  did  to  Tilton,  and 
in  having  s»id  what  he  did  to  you  after  he  had  made  those — he  is  treacherous 
to  Tilton.'' 

Q.  Were  til e  stories  further  talked  of  then  about  Mr.  Tilton?  A.  No; 
reference  was  made  to  them,  that  is  all. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Beecher  go  into  detail  at  all  about  the  stories  that  Mr.  Bowen 
had  talked  about  Mr.  Tilton  ?    A.  No,  sir;  not  on  that  occasion. 

Q.  Tlien'when  you  were  going  from  your  house  back  to  his  house  again 
did  you  then  again  talk  about  the  stories  of  Bowen  ?  A.  Yes^  sir;  the  talk 
was  substantially  the  same,  sir. 

Q.  And  no  advance  made  whatever;  did  you  simply  repeat,  for  the  third 
time,  Mr.  Moulton,  the  stories  about  Buwen  without  adding  anything,  any 
new  feature  to  the  conversation  ? 

Mr.  Befteh. — No  stories  about  Bowen  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  I  mean  about  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  He  may  have  altered  the  phraseology, 
bat  I  don't  think  anything  was  added  to  the  substance;  there  was  nothing  to 
add  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  Was  tticre  anything  said  in  that  interview  about  the  stories  in  regard 
to  Mr.  Tilton  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  What  ?  A.  No,  sir.  You  are  talking  now  about  on  the  way  from 
Clinton-street  to  Mr.  Beecher's  house  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — Yes,  the  last  time  you  saw  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  did  you  leave  Mr.  Beecher  after  having  had  three  interviews  with 
him  on  that  night ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  leave  him  without  expressing  any  opinion  as  to  the  trath  or 
falsity  of  the  stories  which  Mr.  Bowen  had  told  Mr.  Beecher  about  Mr". 
Tilton  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I  expressed  any  opinion  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity 
that  night,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  you  did  not  ?  A.  I  should  say  that  I  remem- 
bered that  I  did  not. 

Q.  No  ?    A.  That  is  the  best  of  my  recollection,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  know  what  the  stories  were  ?  A.  No,  I  did  not  know  what 
stories  >lr.  Bowen  had  told  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Did  you  know  what  stories  had  been  told  Bowen  about  Tilton  ?  A. 
1^0 ;  I  did  not  know. 

Q.  You  did  not  know  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Didn't  know  any  of  the  stories  that  had  reached  Mr.  Bowen's  ear 
about  Mr.  Tilton  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  From  any  source  ?    A.  No ;  except  in  a  general  way ;  no  names. 

Q.  Well,  did  you  know ;  in  a  general  way,  did  you  know  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  you  know  in  a  general  way  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — ^That  is  objected  to. 
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Mr.  Ecarffi,  -The  witness  snid  that  he  didn't  know  names. 

Mr,  Beach. --Yf\\-xt  if  he  did  know  the  stories;  are  they  by  this  witness 
to  prove  stories  against  Mr.  Tiltou  that  he  has  heard  from  other  parties? 

Judge  NEniSox.  — No ;  the  only  ground  of  this  being  admiasible  would  be 
that  it  is  part  of  a  conversation  into  which  you  mav  have  inquired. 

Mr.  Evarts. — It  is  the  subject  of  future  evidence  concerning  it  which  we 
can  not  give  at  the  snme  hreath. 

Judge  Neilron. — I  don't  know  about  that.  I  think  he  may  answer  this 
question  as  further  illustrating  what  had  been  said. 

Mr,  Bea^'h, — Does  you  Honor  permit  him,  under  that  question,  to  repeat 
stories  ? 

Judge  Neilsox. — I  don't  think  they  ask  him  to  repeat  stories. 

Mr,  Beach, — Why,  they  ask  what  they  were;  I  suppose  that  is  asking  to 
repeat  them;  and  they  are  stories  that  he  may  have  heard  from  John,  Dick,  or 
Tom  in  the  street. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  the  question  should  be  so  amended  as  not  to  in- 
clude that. 

Mr.  Evarts. — If  your  Honor  please,  it  is  the  state  of  knowledge  in  the 
witness's  mind  as  to  what  the  stories  were  concerning  which  he  talked  to  Mr. 
Beecher. 

Judge  Neilson. — Now,  this  is  the  point  concerning  which  the  objection 
is  made ;  that  the  question  may  call  for  stories,  not  those,  perhaps,  referred  to 
in  the  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher,  but  stories  repeated  or  mentioned  by 
other  people  outside.  The  question  is:  Did  he  know  what  the  stories  were, 
to  which  reference  was  made  in  his  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Mr,  Emrta, — One  moment ;  because  we  do  not  wish  to  transcend  any  ot 
the  rules  of  evidence;  nor  do  we  wish  to  bring  in  unnecesitarily  the  talk  of 
other  people.  This  witness  has  testified  that,  during  the  conversation  with 
Mr.  Beeclur  on  that  night  of  the  30th,  Mr.  Beecher  referred  to  stories  that 
Bowen  had  told  him  to  the  prejudice  of  Til  ton,  in  which  he,  Beecher,  had 
sympathized;  and  this  witness  had  expressed  his  views  that  Mr.  Bowen  was 
treacherous  to  both  of  them,  &c.,  we  won't  repeat  that.  Now,  we  have  en- 
deavored to  learn  from  this  witness,  whether  or  no  the  character  of  those 
stories,  or  the  details  of  those  stories,  were  made  the  subject  of  conversation 
with  Mr.  Beecher,  which  he  has  satisfied  us  about,  or  recollects  only  what  he 
has  stated.  Now,  we  ask  him  whether  he  knew  at  the  time  that  he  was  talk- 
ing what  those  stories  were. 

Judge  Neilsox. — That  is  admissible,  if  he  learned  it  in  that  conversa- 
tion; otherwise,  not. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Why,  he  did  not  learn  it  from  Mr.  Beecher. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  then,  it  is  not  admissible. 

Mr.  Evarts. — But  they  talked  about  the  stories  that  had  passed  through 
Mr.  Bowen  to  the  prejudice  of  Mr.  Tilton.  Now,  we  ask  him  whether  he 
knew  what  these  stories  were  at  the  time  that  he  was  talking  with  Mr. 
Beecher.  They  were  talking  about  those  stories:  we  ask  him  whether  he 
knew  what  the  stories  were. 

Judge  Neilson. — As  disclosed  in  that  conversation. 
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Mr.  HciirU. — Well,  we  don't  ask  hini  that. 

Mr.  Tracy. —1  ^ill  ask  the  question  and  take  your  Honor's  ruling  upon  it. 
[To  ilie  witness.]  Did  vtiu  know  from  any  source,  at  the  time  you  were  talk- 
ing with  Mr.  Beechcr  about  the  ?*tories  that  Bowen  had  told  him,  what  those 
rtorie.^ — told  him  al)out  Tilton— what  those  stories  were  ? 

JuDGK  Neil!^x. — That  is  ruled  out  if  it  is  derived  from  other  sources; 
admitted  if  it  is  derived  from  his  conversation  with  Mr.  Beccher. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — We  except  to  your  Honor's  ruling. 

Mr.  TV^/fy.— Didn't  ynu  know  from  Mr.  Tilton  what  the 'nature  of  the 
storjp**  were  that  hiid  reached  Bowen  ?  A.  I  had  heard  from  Mr.  Tilton 
.»iomething  about  it;  ye**,  air,  I  think  I  had. 

Q.   Xow,  a'iswer  my  quest  ion.     Didn't  you  know  from  Mr.  Tilton  what  the 
nature  of  the  stories  were  that  had  reached  Mr.  Bowun  concerning  him  ? 

Mr.  Fnllertou. — Now,  if  the  court  please,  your  Honor  will  see  that  it  in 
quite  impossible  for  him  to  answer  that  question.  He  might  guess  it  out,  or 
aarmise  it,  but  he  has  no  positive  knowledge  upon  that  subject,  because  Mr. 
Tilton  did  not  know  what  communication  Bowen  had  made  to  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  will  ask  him  that. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — You  are  interrupting  me  improperly,  however;  that  is 
what  you  are  doing;  and  your  H<mor  will  perceive  that  this  witness  could 
not  learn  a  fact  from  Mr.  Tilton  which  Mr.  Tilton  himself  did  not  know;  and, 
therefore,  he  can  not  answer  the  question,  except  by  mere  guesswork. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  is  not  to  answer  by  guesswork ;  if  he  answers  at  all 
he  must  answer  in  reference  to  what  Mr.  Tilton  told  him. 

Mr.  Fulhrtoi,. — Your  Honor  will  perceive,  from  the  attitude  of  the  case  at 
present,  that  it  is  impossible  for  him  to  know;  he  had  not  learned  it.  Your 
Honor  will  perceive  that  Mr.  Beecher  did  not  convey  the  information  to  him. 
Mr.  Tilton  did  not  know  what  Bowen  had  said  to  Beecher.  He  therefore 
could  not  learn  it  from  Tilton.  Therefore,  the  witness  can  not  answer  the 
question,  your  Honor  will  see. 

Mr.  Beach, — Will  you  allow  me  to  add,  sir,  the  question  is,  **  What  stories 
did  Mr.  Tilton  tell  you  had  been  communicated  to  Mr.  Bowen,  or  were  known 
to  Mr.  Bowen,  concerning  him,  Mr.  Tilton  "  ?  Now,  the  witness  has  already 
sworn  that  he  did  not  know  what  stories  Mr.  Beecher  referred  to  as  having 
been  told  by  Mr.  Bowen  to  Mr.  Beecher.  Where  is  the  evidence  that  the 
stories  to  which  Mr.  Tilton  referred  in  his  communication  to  Mr.  Moulton  were 
the  stories  which  Mr.  Bowen  communicated  to  Mr.  Beecher,  and  which  Mr. 
Beccher  referred  to  in  the  convi>rsation  with  Mr.  Moulton  ?  Tliere  is  an  entire 
disconnection  bttween  them;  the  stories  are  not  the  same— do  not  appear  to 
be  the  same.  Now,  it  may  be  possible,  sir,  it  may  be  possible  that  this,  as  a 
declaration  of  Mr.  Tilton,  a  party  to  the  action,  may  be  admissible  in  another 
connection  and  for  another  purpose,  but  not  as  throwing  any  light  at  all  upon 
the  stories  which  were  referred  to  in  the  conversation  between  the  witness 
and  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr,  Ef>arU. — Now,  if  your  Honor  please,  Mr.  Tilton  is  the  party  plain tilE 
in  this  suit;  and  we  propose  to  show,  if  we  are  permitted  to  do  so,  and  we 
have  no  doubt  your  Honor  will  permit  us — under  the  rules  of  evidence— the 
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relations  of  Mr.  Tilton  and  of  Mr.  Moulton  in  this  matter  to  the  affairs  of  Mr. 
Tilton,  so  far  as  they  are  pi^rtinent  to  this  issue.  We  are  now  a-sking  him 
whether  Mr.  Tilton  informed  him  what  the  stories  were  that  had  been  told  to 
Mr.  Bowen  about  him,  Tilton.  Now  my  learned  friend  says  that  that  don*t 
prove  that  they  were  the  same  stories  that  were  told  to  Mr.  Beecljer.  It  does 
not,  of  course;  but  it  proves  what  the  stories  were;  and  then,  when  we  prove 
by  another  witness  what  the  stories  were  that  were  told  to  Mr.  B^echer,  then 
we  shall  have  seen  whether  they  are  the  same  stories  or  not. 

Judge  Neilson. — Repeat  that  question  to  the  witness.  [Question  read.] 
Now  he  can  answer  that — that  he  did  know,  or  did  not.  [To  the  witness.] 
How  is  that  ? 

The  Witnens. — I  was  not  paying  attention  to  the  question. 

[Question  again  read.]  A.  I  think  Mr.  Tilton  told  me,  sir,  something 
about  it  himself. 

Q.  What  did  he  tell  you  ?  A.  He  told  me  as  near  as  I  can  remember,  sir, 
that  Mr.  Bowen  had  mentioned  a  story  concerning  a  transaction  at  Winsted, 
Connecticut. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  about  it — what  did  Bowen  tell  him  about  it  ?  A.  I 
don't  remember  the  details  of  it. 

Q.  What  did  Tilton  tell  you  that  Bowen  said  about  that  Winsted  trans- 
action ?  A.  That  he  was  at  Winsted  with  a  lady,  and  had  acted  improperly 
with  her,  and  that — I  canH  clearly  separate  between  two  stories ;  one  that 
Bowen  told  me — whether  Bowen  told  me,  or  whether  Tilton;  that  is  all  that 
I  distinctly  remember  that  Mr.  Tilton  told  me — which  Mr.  Bowen  told  me 
afterwards,  sir,  himself,  1  think. 

Q.  Is  this  all  that  Mr.  Tilton  told  you  about  the.  Winsted  matter  ?  A. 
Yes,  that  is  all ;  all  I  remember. 

Q.  You  say  that  Mr.  Tilton  told  you  that  the  story  was,  he  acted  improp- 
erly towards  a  lady;  how  improperly?  A.  I  don*t  know.  Stopped  at 
the 

Q.  What  was  said  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  anything  more,  sir,  than  what 
I  have  said. 

Q.  You  don't  think  Mr.  Tilton  specified  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  now  his  conduct  was  improper — supposed  to  be  improper — towards 
the  lady  at  Winsted  ?     A.  No. 

Q.  Did  he  name  the  lady  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  name  the  occasion  ?  A.  I  think  he  said  that  Bowen  told  him 
when  he  went  up  there  to  lecture. 

Q.  Now,  didn't  Mr.  Tilton  tell  you  that  the  story  was  circulated  about 
him  that  he  took  a  lady  there  not  his  wife;  took  a  room  at  the  hotel  and  took 
bedrooms  that  were  adjoining  and  communicating  ?    A.  No; 

Q.  He  didn't  tell  you  that  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  He  didn't  tell  you  that  that  was  the  story  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Well,  what  other  story  did  Mr.  Tilton  tell  you  had  reached  Bowen  t 
A.  I  don't  remember  any  other  distinctly. 

Q.  Don't  remember  any  other  ?  A.  No;  the  language  which  he  used  to 
me,  as  nearly  as  I  can  recollect,  was  this 
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Q.  Well,  we  have  not  asked  yon — well,  let  as  have  it.  A.  That  Bowen 
had  said  that  stories  had  come  to  him  concerning  Mr.  Tilton's  conduct  with 
women,  and  that  he  cited  this  Winsted  story.  That  is  the  story,  as  I  re- 
member it,  that  Tilton  told  me. 

Q.  And  didn't  he  cite  others  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  About  his  conduct  with  women — now,  when  was  it  that  Tilton  told  you 
that  ?    A.  I  think,  sir,  that  it  was  anterior  to  Decen^ber  80th. 

Q.  Was  it  anterior  to  December  26th  ?    X,  No,  sir;  I  don't  think  it  was. 

Q.  Was  it  on  the  26th  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Was  it  on  the  27th  or  28th  ?  A.  Don't  remember ;  it  was  between 
December  26th  and  30th,  somewhere. 

Q.  Do  you  know  where  he  told  you  that  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Nor  when  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  that  the  interview  at  Bowen's  house  on  the  26th  was 
concerning  those  stories  which  Mr.  Bowen  had  heard  ?  A.  He  told  me  those 
stories  as  having  l>cen  told  to  him  by  Bowen  at  that  interview. 

Q.  And  did  he  also  tell  you  that  the  object  of  that  interview  was  to  en- 
able him  to  explain  those  stories  to  Mr.  Bowen,  if  he  could  ?  A.  I  think  he 
told  me  that  that  was  the  puriose  of  that  interview,  sir. 

Q.  And  didn't  he  also  tell  yon  that  his  contracts  with  Bowen  were 
threatened  unless  he  could  explain  those  stories  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  He  did  not — what  did  you  understand,  then,  that  he  was  to  explain 
them  for,  if  it  was  not  to  save  his  contracts  with  Bowen  ? 

Mr,  Beach, — Well,  what  he  understood  is  not  important. 

Mr.  Tracy, — I  think  we  are  entitled  to  that  on  cross-examination,  what 
this  witness  understood. 

Judge  Neilson. — No. 

Mr,  Tracy, — Your  Honor  will  note  an  exception. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Now,  when  3fr.  Beech  er  told  you,  on  the  30th,  that  Mr. 
Bowen  had  repeated  to  him  certain  stories  concerning  Mr.  Tilton,  in  which 
he,  Mr.  Beecher,  sympathized,  didn't  you  understand  that  those  were  the  same 
stories  that  Mr.  Tilton  had,  previously  to  that  night,  told  you  had  come  to 
the  ear  of  Mr.  Bowen  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — Objected  to. 

Judge  Neilson. — We  will  take  that  answer.     Say  yes  or  no,  sir. 

[Exception  by  plaintiff.] 

A.  Yes;  I  supposed  they  referred  to  the  same. 

Q.  You  suppose  they  referred  to  the  same?    A.  Didn't  know  any  other. 

Mr,  Tracy. — And  yet  you  made  no  explanation  to  Mr.  Beecher  concerning 
those  stories  on  that  night  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  So  far  as  you  know,  did  you  leave  Mr.  Beecher  with  the  impression 
that  you  believed  those  stories  to  be  true  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — Objected  to,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  may  answer  that. 

Mr.  Beach. — Why,  sir — well,  I  won't  argue  against  your  Honor's  decision* 

A.  No,  I  don't  think  I  left  him  with  that  impressiim. 

Q.  Did  vou  sav  anything  to  remove  that  impression  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  What?  A.  That  Bow  en  was  a  treacherous  man,  and  on  account  of  his 
treachery  he  ought  not  to  be  believed. 

Q.  Ought  not  to  be  believed?  A.  Yes.  I  didn't  say  that  he  ought  not 
to  be  believed  on  account  of  iiis  treachery — it  was  through  the  us^e  of  that 
language  that  I  left  the  impression. 

Q.  That  you  meant  to  leave  that  impression  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then,  when  you  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  you  thought  Bowen  a  treach- 
erous man,  you  did  intend  that  he  should  understand  that  you  thought  he 
should  not  believe  asrainst  Tilton  the  stories  which  Bowen  had  told  him  ?  A. 
Yes;  I  did  not  think  that  they  were 

Q.  And  you  said  it  for  that  purpose  ?     A.  Not  wholly  for  that. 

Q.  Well,  that  is  one  of  the  purposes  for  which  you  said  it  ?  A.  Part 
of  it. 

Q.  Now,  how  did  you  understand  Mr.  Beecher's  reply,  that  he  thought  so, 
too,  as  assenting  to  that  view  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — Are  we  to  have  the  witness-  construction  of  language  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — No. 

Mr.  Erarts. — On  the  cross-examination,  if  your  Honor  please,  as  I  suppose 
by  well-settled  rules  of  examination,  we  are  not  obliged  to  take  a  witness' 
words  as  ending  an  inquiry.  We  have  now  got,  at  the  end  of  half  an  hour, 
at  the  very  truth  that  we  tried  to  get  at  by  a  simple  question  half  an  hour  ago. 

Mr.  Beach. — Well,  that  proposition  I  dispute. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Well,  if  your  Honor  will  recur  to  the  question  your  Honor 
ruled  out,  it  was  exactly  to  that  point,  whether  what  he  said  to  Mr.  Beecher 
was  intended  to  convey  to  his  mind  the  idea  that  the  stories  that  had  come 
to  Bowen  about  Tilton  w^ere  true  or  untrue. 

Mr.  Beach, — The  gentleman  has  got  at  it,  then,  by  a  change  in  y<»ur 
Honor's  ruling,  because  you  certainly  ruled  out  that  question,  and  if  you  have 
admitted  it  now  you  have  admitted  it  contrary  to  that  decision. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  the  matter  came  in  a  different  aspect. 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  shows  what  a  cross-examination  is  for  and  what  its 
license  is. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  will  rule  out  this  question. 

Mr.  Tracy, — Your  Honor  will  note  our  exception. 

Mr,  Tract/. — Mr.  Moulton,  when  you  left  your  own  house  on  the  night  of 
the  oOth  to  go  to  the  house  of  Mr.  Beecher,  you  left  it  as  the  friend  of  Mr. 
Tilt<m,  did  you  not?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Called  into  this  controversy  by  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  To  aid  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  w  ere  not  at  that  time  the  friend  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  was  not 
his  enemy;  I  was  not  his  personal 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  you  that  ?    A.  What  do  you  mean  by  ** friend,"  then  ? 

Q.  Don't  you  understand  ?  A.  I  don't  exactly  in  the  way  that  you  put 
the  question. 

Q.  Well,  I  put  the  question  again,  sir,  and  I  shall  leave  you  to  answer  it 
as  you  understand  it.  Were  you,  at  the  time  that  you  left  your  own  house, 
on  the  night  of  the  80th,  the  friend  of  Mr.  Beecher  ? 
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Mr.  Beach, — ^Now,  I  cnbmit  that  the  answer  is  perfectly  proper. 

Mr,  Evarts, — ^We  haven't  heard  it  yet. 

Mr,  Beach, — Yes,  you  ,have  had  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — State  how  the  fact  was  in  your  own  way  ? 

A.  I  had  known — I  had  met  Mr.  Beecher,  8ir;  I  was  not  his  enemy;  I  was 
not  his  close,  personal,  intimate  friend. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  answers  it  sufficiently. 

Q.  You  went  from  your  own  house  as  the  friend  of  Til  ton,  and  as  soon  as 
3fr.  Beecher  got  into  the  street,  as  I  understand  you,  you  proffered  your 
friendship  to  him  in  this  matter?    A.  I  did. 

Q.  And  services  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  do  that  with  Mr.  Tilton's  consent  and  knowledge  ?  A.  I  had 
not  conferred  with  him  about  it. 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  you  that ;  I  asked  you  whether  you  did  it  with  his  con- 
sent or  knowledge  ?    A.  No;  neither. 

Q.  You  did  it  without  his  knowledge;  the  letter  that  you  carried  to  Mr. 
Beecher  on  that  night,  was  it  in  an  envelope  ?  A.  I  didn't  carry  a  letter  to 
Mr.  Beecher,  sir. 

Q.  On  the  night  of  the  30th  ?    A.  I  had  a  letter  in  my  pocket. 

Q.  Well,  you  had  a  letter  in  your  pocket  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  that  letter  in  an  envelope  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  whether  it  was 
or  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  it  was  addressed — there  was  an  address  on  it 
directed  to  the  Rev.  Henrv  Ward  Beecher?    A.  I  know  there  was  not. 

Q.  There  was  not  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  deliver  that  letter  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  night  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  ever  see  it,  to  your  knowledge  ?    A.  No,  sij. 

Q.  Now  we  will  come  to  the  night  of  the  31st.  What  time  of  night  did 
Mr.  Tilton  leave  your  house  on  the  night  of  the  30th  ?  A.  I  think  he  left 
quite  late,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  see  him  again  ?  A.  I  saw  him  on  the  morning  of  the  31st. 

Q.  On  the  morning  of  the  31st  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  time  in  the  morning  ?  A.  Before  I  left  for  my  business  sir; 
somewhere  between  seven  and  nine  o'clock,  I  should  think. 

Q.  Where ;  at  your  own  house  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  go  to  your  business  that  morning  ?    A.  I  did ;  yes. 

Q.   What  time?    A.  Between  seven  and  nine. 

Q.  From  your  own  house  ?  A.  I  don't  remember,  sir,  whether  I  went  to 
Mr.  Tiltcm's  house  before  I  went  to  my  business,  or  afterward. 

Q.  Don't  remember  that  ?  A.  No ;  sometimes  I  went  to  the  docks  and 
returned. 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  you  what  your  habit  was;  I  was  inquiring  what  you  did 
that  morning.  Now,  you  did  go  there  some  time  during  that  day  ?  A.  Did 
go  where  ? 

Q.  To  Mr.  Tilton's  house?  A.  My  impression  is  that  I  did;  yes,  sir; 
and  my  recollection,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection,  is  that  I  went  there  that 
morning. 
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Q.  Either  before  or  after  yoa  went  to  the  docks?     A.   My  recollection  is 
that  I  did. 

Q.  Who  went  with  you  ?     A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Did  you  see  Mrs.  Tilton  ?  A.  I  think  I  did ;  yes,  sir.  My  recollection 
is  that  I  went  to  the  house  and  saw  Mrs.  Tilton. 

Q.  Wliere  did  you  see  her  ?    A.  In  her  room,  T  think,  sir. 

Q.  In  her  room  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Sick-room?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  don't  know  whether  it  was  her  sick-room 
or  not.     I  saw  her. 

Q.  Was  she  in  bed  or  not  ?    A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Don't  remember  whether  she  was  in  bed  or  not?    A.  No. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  she  was  sick  or  not  ?    A.  I  think  she  was  ill. 

Q.  Well,  wan  slie  in  bed  ill  ?     A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  you  don't  know  whether  she  was  sick  or 
well  ?    A.  She  was  ill,  I  think,  sir. 

Q.  You  say  she  was  ill  ?    A.  She  was  ill 

Mr,  FvUerton.—''  She  was  ill,  I  think." 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  whether  she  was  ill  or  not  ?  A«  She  was  ill,  I 
think,  sir. 

Judge  Nkilson. — That  is  the  third  or  fourth  time  he  has  answered  it. 

Mr,  Beach, — Weil,  be  is  not  a  physician. 

Mr,  Epfirts. — If  your  Honor  please,  can  not  you  tell  whether  a  man  or 
woman  is  sick,  without  being  a  physician  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Not  always. 

Mr.  EtartH, — Not  always,  but  sometimes  you  can. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  says:  **  She  was  ill,  I  thiik." 

Mr,  EcnrU. — W^;  know  how  sick  she  was,  and  how  she  was  disposed  at 
the  time ;  and  if  this  witness  can  not  tell  us  whether  he  knows  or  remembers 
whether  this  woman  was  sick  or  well  at  that  time,  then  he  may  not  remember 
other  things. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  sir,  my  own  judgment  is,  that  when  a  layman 
says  of  the  lady  he  had  visited,  that  *'she  was  ill,  I  think,"  it  is  a  fair  and  a 
full  answer.  You  may  ask  the  witness,  undoubtedly,  why  he  thinks  she  was 
ill,  what  was  the  appearance 

Q.  Who  was  with  you  in  her  room  ?     A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  you  don't  remember  whether  anybody  at  all 
was  with  you,  or  whether  you  were  alone  ?     A.  I  don't  remember,  sir. 

Q.  Was  her  husband  with  you  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  he  w^as. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  be  was  not  t  A.  I  don't  remember  that  he  was 
not. 

Q.  Did  he  go  to  the  house  with  you  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  you  went  to  that  house  ?  A.  If  I  went  to  the  bouse 
I  rode. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Tilton  ride  with  you  ?    A,  I  don't  think  he  did. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  he  did  not  ?  A.  To  the  best — the  best  of  my 
recollection  is  that  be  did  not. 

Q.   Was  he  in  the  house  when  you  were  there  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect 


Jail  20,  1875.]  CROSS-EXAMINATION.  565 

Q.  Whether  he  was  or  not  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  From  the  time  you  went  in,  until  the  time  you  came'  away,  you  don't 
recollect  of  seeing  Mr.  Tilton  there  ?    A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  And  don't  know  that  he  was  there  ?    A.  Don't  recollect  that  he  was. 

Q.  Or  that  he  was  not  ?    A.  Don*t  recollect  that  he  was  there. 

Q.  Well,  do  you  recollect  that  he  was  not  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that  he 
was  there. 

Q.  Was  that  letter  written  in  your  presence  ?  A.  Don't  remember  whether 
it  was  or  not. 

Q.  Don't  remember  whether  it  was  or  not  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — From  whose  hand  did  you  receive  that  letter  ?  A.  1  think  I 
received  it  from  the  hand  of  Elizabeth  directly. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  you  did  or  not  ?  A.  It  was  either  given  to  me 
directly  by  Elizabeth  Tilton,  or  it  was  sent  to  me  by  a  messenger  to  my  house. 
My  recollection  is  that  I  went  to  the  house  that  morning — I  am  undertaking 
to  give  my  recollection. 

Q.  Now,  I  understand  you  to  say  that  you  don't  know  whether  you  went 

'  to  the  house  and  got  this  letter  from  Mrs.  Tilton,  or  whether  it  was  sent  to 

you  by  a  messenger  to  your  house  ?    A.  I  am  giving  my  recollection,  sir;  I 

think  I  went  to  the  house ;  to  the  best  of   my  recollection  I  went  to  the 

house,  General  Tracy. 

Q.  Will  you  say  that  that  letter  was  not  delivered  to  you  by  the  hand  of 
Theodore  Tilton  ?     A.  I  don't  recollect  that  it  was. 

Q.   Will  you  say  that  it  was  not  ?    A.  I  won't  say  that  it  was  not. 

Q.  What  time  of  evening  was  it  when  you  left  your  house  to  go  to  Mr. 
Beecher's  on  the  31st  ?    A.  It  was  after  seven  o'clock  in  the  evening. 

Q.  After  seven  o'clock  ?  A.  Yes,  sir,  I  should  think  it  was.  The  best  of 
my  recollection  is,  it  was  after  seven  o'clock. 

Q.  You  found  Mr.  Beecher  on  the  evening  of  the  31st^?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.  He  was  not  at  home,  sir,  when  I  called  at  the  house  ? 

Q.  Well  ?  A.  And  a  messenger  from  hie  house,  somebody  from  his 
house,  came  after  me  and  said  that  his  mother,  I  think,  knew  where  he  was; 
I  think  it  was  one  of  Mr.  Beecher's  sons,  and  I  went  back  and  waited  for 
liim.     He  came. 

Q.  Where  did  you  have  your  interview  with  him  ?  A.  Upstairs,  in  the 
back  room,  sir,  I  think. 

Q.  Second  or  third  story  ?  A.  I  should  think  it  was  the  second  story, 
sir.     I  won't  be  certain  about  that. 

Q.  "In  the  study  ?    A.  Don't  remember  that  it  was  the  study. 

Q.  In  the  bedroom  ?  A.  My  impression  is,  sir,  that  it  was;  my  recollec- 
tion is  that  it  was. 

Q.  Xow,  how  did  you  commence  that  interview  with  Mr.  Beecher  that 
night  ?  A.  Well,  I  said  to  him  that  I  thought  that  he  would  consider  the 
subject  of  it  a  strange  one;  that  his  judgment  would  say  that  it  was  rather 
a  strange  interview;  and  I  recalled  something  of  the  conversation,  I  think, 
of  the  previous  evening  to  him,  ami  I  said  to  him,  **  You  got  Theodore'^  per- 
mission last  night  to  go  down  and  see  his  wife,  and  you  procured  from  her  a 
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retraction  of  her  confession,  and  you  procured  what  I  must  term  a  lie,  and  I 
think  you  are  guilty  of  great  meanness  in  dping  that;  I  think  you  are."  I 
told  him  that  I  had  received  a  note  from  Theodore  in  the  morning,  asking 
back  the  confession  of  iiis  wife,  and  that  I  had  seen  Theodore,  and  that  he 
was  very  angry  about  Mr.  Beecher's  conduct — about  his  conduct — and  I  said, 
'*Mr.  Beecher.  I  didn't  see  much  of  the  guidance  of  God  in  what  you  did, 
but  at  the  same  time,  there  may  be  a  Providence  in  it  after  all.  I  have  come 
for  that  retraction.  I  think  you  had  better  give  it  up  to  me.  I  will  bum 
both  the  confession  and  the  retraction  in  your  presence,  if  you  choose,  or  I 
will  hold  both ; "  and  I  read  to  him  the  letter  which  Elizabeth  Tiltm  had 
either  sent  or  given  to  me,  and  I  read  also  a  letter  which  Theodore  Tilton 
had  given  to  me,  dated  *'  Midnight,"  in  which  his  wife  informed  him  of  the — 
whatever  you  call  it — recantation. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Those  letters  are  in  evidence. 

The  Witness. — I  believe  so,  yes;  and  he  said  to  me  that  this  recantation 
would  be  his  only — would  be  the  only  defense  of  his  family — I  am  giving  his 
language  as  nearly  as  I  recollect  it,  sir — would  be  the  only  defense  of  his  family, 
in  case  he  was  attacked;  and  I  said  to  him:  **Mr.  Beecher,  I  don't  see  how^ 
you  have  erred  as  you  have;  I  don't  understand  it;  you  have  had  criminal 
connection  with  Mrs.  Tilton,  and  you  go  down  and  you  get  this  paper;  I  don't 
see  how  you  could  have  performed  two  such  acts.  Mr.  Tilton's  disposition, 
last  night,  when  I  went  home,  or  when  I  saw  him  after  going  home,  was  peace- 
ful. He  said  that  no  matter  what  might  come  to  himself,  he  would  protect 
his  wife  and  family,  intended  to  do  that,"  and  Mr.  Beecher  then  said  to 
me  with  great  sorrow,  weeping,  that  he  had  loved  Elizabeth  Tilton  very  much; 
that  through  his  love  for  her,  if  he  had  fallen  at  all,  he  had  fallen;  that  the 
expression,  the  sexual  expression  of  that  love  was  just  as  naturnl  in  his  opinion 
— he  had  thought  so — as  the  language  that  he  used  to  her;  that  if  he  had 
fallen  at  all,  he  had  fallen  in  that  way,  through  love  and  not  through  lust,  or 
words  to  that  eflfect,  and  he  said 

Mr,  Tracy. — Now,  witness,  excuse  me. 

The  Witness. — And  he  said,  '^This  will  be  my  defense;  my  only  defense, 
in  case  I  was  attacked  but  with  you  I  throw  myself  upon  your  friendship 
and  upon  what  I  really  believe  to  be  your  desire  to  do  the  best  for  all  parties;" 
and  as  I  was  leaving  him,  he  said,  as  nearly  as  I  can  recollect — ^afterward  the 
language  made  great  impression  upon  me — that  he  felt  that  he  was  upon  the 
brink  of"  a  moral  Niagara,  with  no  power  tx)  save  himself,  and  he  wanted  me 
to  save  him,  and  that  is  the  substance  of  the  interview  as  nearly  as 

Mr,  M&rris. — Wanted  j'ou  to  save  him  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  and  he  gave  me  back 
the  retraction. 

Q.  Now,  will  you  explain  to  the  Court  and  jury  how  it  happened  that  in  re- 
peating Mr.  Beecher's  remarks,  you  first  said  that  he  said  his  expression  toward 
Mrs.  Tilton — correcting  yourself,  you  said  his  sexual  expression  toward  Mrs. 
Tilton — will  you  tell  us  how  it  happened — intercourse,  I  mean;  intercourse — 
expression.  Will  you  explain  to  the  Court  and  jury  how  it  was  that  you 
made  the  slip  ?  A.  I  don't  understand  the  slip.  If  you  will  explain  it, 
eir? 


Jan.  20,  1875.]  CROSS-EXAMINATION'.  567 

Q.  In  repeating  Mr.  Beecher*8  language  on  this  occasion,  you  first  said 
that 

Mr,  Shennnan, — He  considered  his  expression — then  be  stopped  and  said,  his 
"sexual  expression  of  his  love  for  Elizabeth."    Those  were  the  exact  words. 

Mr,  Tract/. — Can  you  tell  how  that  happened — why  you  repeated  it  in 
that  way  ?    A.  Here,  in  this ? 

Mr,  Tracy, — Yes,  sir.     A.  Wc  11,  I  dropped  a  word ;  that's  all,  sir. 

Q.  That  is  your  answer;  you  dropped  the  word  ?  A.  I  meant  to  say 
precisely  what  I  did  say — his  sexual  expression — that  his  sexual  intercourse — 

Q.  Are  you  aware  that  you  made  exactly  the  same  mistake  on  your  direct 
examination  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  You  are  not  are  aware  of  that  fact  ?  A.  No,  sir.  [Book  produced 
and  referred  to  by  Mr.  Tracy.] 

Mr.  Morris. — Now,  if  that  is  to  be  read,  I  ask  that  it  be  read  from  the 
original  stenographic  notes,  because  they  are  incorrectly  printed;  and  that  is 
not  the  only  instance. 

Judge  Neilson. — Errors  will  creep  into  the  press. 

Mr.  Morris, — There  is  one  in  this  case. 

AFTERNOON    SESSION, 

Mr.  Tract/. — At  what  stage  of  that  conversation  did  you  read  Mrs.  Tilton's 
letter  requesting  a  return  of  the  retraction  ? 

Mr.  Morris. — They  will  be  here  in  a  few  minutes. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Do  you  remember  whether  that  letter  was  in  an  envelope  ? 
A.  I  think  it  was  in  an  envelope,  addressed  to  me,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  got  the  envelope  ?  A.  I  don*t  know,  sir,  whether  it  is  among 
the  papers  or  npt.  All  the  papers  that  I  have  got  I  have  handed  to  Judge 
Morris. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  the  direction  of  that  envelope  was  in  Mrs.  Til- 
ton's  handwriting  ?    A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Have  you  got  the  envelope  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Can  you  get  it  ?    We  would  like  it  if  you  have  it. 

Mr,  Morris. — We  haven't  the  envelope ;  I  have  never  seen  it. 

Q.  Do  yon  know  what  became  of  it  ?  A.  I  suppose  it  was  torn  off  and 
destroyed,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  say  it  was ;  have  you  any  recollection  on  that  subject  ?  A.  No 
distinct  recollection;  if  the  envelope  is  not  there  it  was  destroyed — if  it  is  not 
among  the  papers. 

Q.  You  don't  know  whether  it  is  among  the  papers  or  not  ?  A.  I  don't 
know,  sir;  I  don't  recollect  whether  it  is  or  not;  I  have  handed  Judge  Morris 
all  the  papers  that  I  have  got. 

[After  some  further  conversation,  Mr.  Morris  replied  that  he  had  searched 
for  the  envelope,  but  had  not  got  it,  and  had  never  seen  it.] 

Q.  At  what  stage  of  the  interview  with  Mr.  Beecher  on  that  night  did  you 
read  to  him  that  letter  ?  A.  I  think  I  read  it  to  him  after  I  read  to  him  the 
tetter  of  Mrs.  Tilton  to  her  husband  informing  him  of  the  fact. 
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Q.  You  read,  then,  what  we  call  the  explanauion  of  the  retraction,  first  I 
\.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  then  read  her  letter  roijuesting  its  return?  A.  Yes,  sir;  after 
:hat,  I  think ;  timt  is  the  best  of  my  recollection. 

Mr.  Trncy.—l  want  that  letter. 

Mr,  Jforris. — I  can  give  you  the  printed  one;  there  it  is  [handing  Mr. 
Tracy  a  bookj. 

Mr.  EPfirta. — Wrll,  you  will  have  the  original  here? 

Mr.  MorrU. — Yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  understand  you  to  say  that  you  told  Mr.  Beccher  that  if  he  wonld 
surrender  that  retraction  you  would  destroy  the  accusation — what  I  call  an 
accusation,  and  you  call  Mrs  Tilton's  confession — you  would  destroy  that 
paper  and  the  retracrtion  in  his  presence  ? 

Mr.   Bench. — No,  that  was  not  the  statement. 

Judge  Xeilson. — lie  said  he  would  destroy  both,  if  Mr.  Beecher  de- 
sired it. 

Mr,  FuUrrton. — No.    I  beg  your  Honor's  pardon  I 

Mr,  ErariH. — We  understand  him  to  have  said  so. 

TheWitnesit. — I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  if  Mr.  Beecher  desired 

Q.  You  would  destroy  it  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Beecher  say  to  that  ?  A.  He  said  that  if  any  accoaa- 
tion  was  made  against  him  that  this  retraction  would  be  the  only  defense 
which  his  family  would  have — words  to  that  effect. 

Q.  And  then  did  you  tell  him  that  if  you  did  not  destroy  it  you  would 
keep  them  both  together  ?  A.  I  told  him  I  would  keep  the  retraction  and 
keep  the  confession ;  yes,  sir. 

Q,  So  that  one  should  never  be  seen  without  the  other  ?  A.  So  that  one 
should  never  be  seen  without  the  other  ? 

Q.  You  said  you  would  keep  them  together  ?  A.  I  told  him  I  would  keep 
both;  I  did  not  use  the  word  *'  together." 

Q.  Preserve  both  ?    A.  Preserve  both. 

Q.  Didn't  you  mean  by  that  to  be  understood  that  they  should  not  be 
separated  ?    A.  I  meant  that  I  should  keep  them  both  in  my  possession. 

Q.  Didn't  you  mean  by  that  to  be  understood  by  Mr.  Beecher  that  those 
two  papers  should  never  be  separated  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — Why,  sir,  that  does  not  convey  any  intimation  to  the  witness 
of  what  the  counsel  desires  to  be  answered.  They  were  separate  papers. 
Does  he  mean  that  they  should  be  annexed  together  and  never  detached,  the  one 
from  the  other,  or  that  the  one  should  never  be  shown  without  the  other  ?  It  is 
impossible  to  answer  a  question  of  that  character  without  more  discrimination. 

Mr.  EvarU. — We  understand  all  that.  This  witness  has  said,  **  I  said  to 
Mr.  Beecher,  I  will  destroy  them  both  or  keep  them  both,"  and  Mr.  Beecher 
said,  '*  this  retraction  will  be  the  only  evidence  against  the  charge."  Now,  the 
question  is,  ^'  Did  you  mean  by  saying  that  you  would  keep  them  both,  that 
you  would  keep  them  so  that  one  did  not  appear  without  the  other  ?" 

Mr,  Beach. — Well,  that  is  well  enough. 

JupoB  Neilbon.— How  Is  that,  Mr.  Moulton  ?    Say  yes  or  no  to  that 
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A.  I  can  not  answer  yes  or  no  without  an  ezplaDation  to  that  That  I  would 
keep  them  both — ^I  said  that  I  would  destroy  them  both  in  his  presence  if  he 
desired,  or  I  would  keep  botli;  I  would  keep  both  papers;  not  necessarily 
together,  but  keep  them  botli  safe,  not  to  be  made  public,  either  of  them. 
TbHt  is  my  understanding,  sir. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Did  you  intcn<l  to  be  understood  that  you  would  keep  those 
papers  so  that  one  should  not  be  shown  witliout  the  other,  or  should  not 
appear  without  the  other  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — The  question  is,  sir,  what  the  witness  meant  at  that  time  f 

Mr,  Tracy. — Yes,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — Answer  that. 

A.  I  meant  to  keep  both  of  those  papers  sacredly,  the  recantation  for  Mr. 
Beecher's  sake,  and  the  confession  for  Mr.  Tilton's  sake,  who  had  given  them 
to  me.  That  is  what  1  meant.  My  idea  was,  when  I  said  that — my  idea  was 
that  this  confesiiion  never  should  be  made  against  Mr.  Beecher  without  his 
having  the  recantation  to  meet  it  with.     That  is  what  I  meant. 

Q.  And  that  they  should  not  be  shown  and  separated,  so  that  one  should 
appear  without  the  other  ? 

Mr.  Beach — That  is  not  a  question. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach. — ^No,  that  is  not  a  question;  that  is  a  declaration  of  the 
counsel. 

Q.  Did  you  so  mean  to  be  understood  that  one  of  these  papers  should  not 
be  shown  or  appear  before  the  public  without  the  other  ?  A.  I  meant  that 
Mr.  Beecher^s  recantation  which  he  handed  me  should  be  used  by  him  in  his 
defense  in  case  an  attack  was  made  upon  him  upon  the  basis  of  the  other 
paper.  That  is  it,  sir;  if  the  other  paper  was  used  he  should  have  his  to  use 
against  it.     I  try  to  explain  it,  sir. 

Q.  Didn't  you  also  mean  that  that  paper  should  be  preserved  so  that  if 
any  attack  ever  was  mude  upon  him,  the  recantation  should  appear  to  be  a 
retraction  of  the  accusation. 

Mr,  Bench. — That  is  arguing,  sir,  in  regard  to  the  effect  of  the  paper;  I 
object  to  that  question. 

Judos  Neilson — Let  him  answer  that.* 

♦  A  promise  is  to  be  interi)reted  in  that  sense  in  which  the  promisor  knew 
that  the  prumisttD  understood  it.  Barlno  v.  Scott  (24  N.  Y.  4o).  See  also 
\VeiJi€9  V.  Yaie%  (44  N.  V.  525).  Jn  the  case  of  threats,  the  testimony  of  the  per- 
son threatened  is  admissible  to  show  the  meaning  of  the  threat  according  to  his 
understanding  of  it. 

In  Rtgifui  V.  Hetidj/ {A  C<}%.,  Or.  Cases  24:^,  (Jircuit,  IHoO.  Kulb,  J.),  on  an 
indictment  for  sending  a  threatening  letter,  it  was  hrld  tliat  the  prosecutor  when 
testifying  may  be  asked,  if  the  letter  be  ambiguous,  what  \u*  cons  dered  was  the 
meaning  of  the  letter.  "  Unless  the  law  went  so  tar  as  to  make  it  punishable  to 
create  that  fear  by  any  language  the  author  knew  would  create  that  tear,  the  law 
would  be  powerless.  Tue  very  fact  of  saying  ironically,  *  1  don't  say  you  are  a 
thief,*  could  he  expre.-^sed  in  such  a  way  as  to  make  anybody  understand  that  the 
party  meant  to  make  that  charge  ;  and  althouirh  there  might  l>e  no  single  word  in 
the  letter  which  by  itself  would  appear  to  mean  so  to  a  stranger,  yet  the  party 
receiving  it  would  perfectly  well  understand  it.  The  jury  must  be  ^atlstied  that 
when  he  wrote  those  words  '  Vou  will  suffer  a^  before,'  the  writer  intended  to 
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The  Witness. — I  can  answer  it  with  an  explanation.  I  meant  that  the? 
should  both  be  presented  together  or  both  be  destroyed  together. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  understood  you  virtually  to  have  saik  that  before. 
[To  Mr.  Tracy.]     Go  on,  now. 

Q.  When  you  offered  to  destroy  those  papers  in  Mr.  Beecher's  presence, 
had  you  the  authority  of  Theodore  Tiiton  to  make  that  offer  ?  A.  I  don't  re- 
member that  I  had. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  you  had  not  ?  A.  According  to  the  best  of 
my  recollection,  sir,  1  had  not. 

Q.  Then  do  you  mean  to  be  understood  as  saying  that  you  received  from 
the  hands  of  Theodore  Tiiton  that  accusation  of  his  wife  against  Mr. 
Beecher,  sind,  having  pledged  your  friendship  to  3fr.  Beechcr  the  night 
before,  you  took  it  to  him  and  offered  to  destroy  it  without  the  authority  or 
permission  of  Theodore  Tiiton  ?  A.  On  my  own  responsibility  I  think  I  did 
that,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  would  have  destroyed  it  that  night  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  I  would. 

Q.  Would  that  have  bound  Mr.  Tiiton  to  any  course  on  that  subject  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — I  object  to  that. 

Q.  Did  you  so  understand  ? 

Mr.  Fullertofi. — I  object  to  that. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  rule  that  out. 

Mr.  Ecnrts. — We  except,  if  your  Honor  please. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  witness  gives  a  certain  answer,  the  words  of  which 
convey  a  certain  meaning,  and  it  is  our  business  to  interpret  the  meaning  of 
the  words  used ;  and  you  do  not  need  his  interpretation. 

Mr.  Bvartit.—Re  has  said,  if  your  Honor  please,  tiiat  he  did  it  on  his  oitd 
responsibility. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes;  and  in  the  same  connection,  that  he  had  no  ao- 
thority  from  Mr.  Tiiton. 

Mr.  Bvarts, — Now,  I  want  to  get  that  distinctly. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  has  given  it.  There  is  nothing  gained  by  repeat- 
ing it. 

Mr.  Evarts. — If  your  Honor  will  allow  me,  I  want  to  have  no  escape  from 
the  act  that  had  been  done.  There  was  nothing  in  that  act  that  would  have 
bound  Mr.  Tiiton  to  any  suppression  whatever. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  paper  would  have  been  destroyed ;  that  is  alL 

Mr.  Ecarts.  —I  am  not  discussing  what  the  effect  of  the  thing  is.      There 

create  in  the  mind  of  the  party  receiving  the  letter  the  fear  that  his  house  woald 
be  burned  down.  Evidence  might  be  offered  that  under  the  particular  circom- 
Btances  the  words  had  not  their  ordinary  meaning,  but  the  meaning  imputed  to 
them  on  the  record,  and,  therefore,  the  witness  might  be  a^ked  whether  he 
understood  the  meaning  to  be  that  which  the  record  imputed." 

In  Pe-aple  v.  McDanieU  (I  Park  Cr.  li.  198),  on  a  prosecution  for  robbery,  the 
prosecutor  was  allowed  to  testify  that  he  believed  the  prisoner  in  his  threats  to 
take  the  prosecutor  in  his  custody,  had  reference  to  a  charge  of  the  crime  against 
nature  previously  made  against  him,  and  that  he  parted  with  his  money  oat  of 
fear  of  being  taken  on  that  charge.  Held,xha.i  it  was  enough  if  the  language  the 
prisoner  used  was  intended  to  commuuicats  surh  a  charge,  and  was  so  understood 
at  the  time  by  the  prosecutor. 
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was  nothing  in  that  act,  of  which  he  assumed  the  responsibility,  that,  by 
reason  of  anything  that  had  passed  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  himself,  would 
have  bound  Mr.  Tilton  not  to  renew  it  immediately. 

Mr,  Beach. — ^That  is  it.  It  was  for  somebody  else  besides  the  witness  to 
determine  that.  ^ 

Mr.  Evarts, — Oh  I  no. 

JcDOE  Neilson. — Well,  we  have  got  this  down  distinctly  and  in  such  a 
way  that  it  can  not  be  evaded. 

Mr,  Tracy, — I  will  put  another  question,  your  Honor. 

Mr.  Etarts.— The  question  is  asked  and  ruled  out,  and  an  exception  is 
taken. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Did  Mr.  Tilton  know  that  you  bore  the  letter  to  Mr.«Beecher 
from  Mrs.  Tilton  ?  A.  My  best  recollection  is  that  I  showed  the  letter  to 
Theodore,  in  accordance 

Q.  Before  going  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  letter  called  for  the  return  of  the  papers,  that  they  might  be 
burned,  did  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Bmch. — ^The  paper  will  show  for  itself. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Well,  I  am  waiting  for  it. 

Mr.  Beaeh^ — You  have  got  it  in  print  before  you. 

Mr.  EvarU. — We  want  the  original. 

Q.  Now,  sir,  didn't  you  say  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Tilton  knew  of  this 
letter  from  Mrs.  Tiltoo,  and  knew  that  you  came  with  it  to  request  the  return 
of  that  paper  ?  A.  I  do  not  remember  saying  any  such  thing ;  to  the  best  of 
my  recollection  I  did  not. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Beecher  that  the  object  that  Mrs.  Tilton  had  in  pro- 
coring  the  return  of  those  papers  was  that  they  might  be  burned  ?  A.  I  read 
the  letter  to  Mr.  Beecher;  I  do  not  remember  saying  anything  further  than 
the  letter  itself. 

Q.  And  you  did  not  tell  him  whether  Mr.  Tilton  knew  of  that  letter  or 
not  ?    A.  I  do  not  remember  that  I  did,  to  my  recollection. 

Q.  Didn't  he  ask  you  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  that  he  did. 

Q.  And  yet  you  say  that,  on  the  authority  of  this  letter,  you  would  have 
taken  the  responsibility  of  not  only  burning  the  retraction,  but  burning  a 
paper  which  you  had  received  from  the  hands  of  Mr.  Tilton  that  night  in  the 
nee  of  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Mr,  FuUerton. — I  object  to  that. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  does  not  say  upon  the  authority  of  that  letter. 

Mr.  Beach, — No,  sir. 

JcTDOK  Neilson. — He  said  he  would  have  done  it. 

Q.  Would  you  have  done  it  upon  the  authority  of  that  letter  ? 

Mr,  FuUerton. — I  object  to  that. 

Mr.  Tracy. — There  was  no  authority  in  the  letter  in  respect  to  the  burning 
I  0tit — nothing  upon  that  subject. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  he  may  answer.     Answer,  Mr.  Moulton;  would 
JOQ  have  done  it  under  the  authority  of  that  letter  ? 


572  TESTIMONY    OF    F.    D.    MOULT  ON.  [12th  Dty. 

Mr,  Beach. — ^What  letter  do  yon  refer  to  f 

Mr,  Tracy.  —I  refer  to  the  letter  of  Mrs.  Tilton  asking  for  the  retoni  of 
these  papers,  tliat  they  might  be  destroyed,  which  letter  the  witness  says  WM 
shown  to  Theodore  TiUon  before  ho  went  to  Mr.  Beecher's  house  that  niglii 

Judge  Neilson. — Now,  if  Mr.  Beecher  had  consented  to  the  destruction 
of  both  papers,  the  question  is,  whether  you  woulu  have  destroyed  them  upon 
the  autiiority  of  that  letter  which  you  had  taken  there  with  you,  or  upon  your 
own  individual  responsibility  ?  A..  That  letter  would  have  influenced  me 
somewhat  with  regard  to  it. 

Mr,  Tracy, — And  the  fact  that  Tilton  had  seen  it,  would  not  that  have  in- 
fluenced you  also  ?  A.  I  think  my  own  thought  in  regard  to  tL<  transactioo 
would  have  influenced  me  more  than  either. 

Q  Now,  do  you  say  that  you  made  this  assurance  to  Mr.  Beecher,  that  if 
he  would  surrender  that  retraction  to  you,  and  permit  it  to  be  destroyed,  yoa 
would  destroy  it  with  the  accusation,  without  having  any  authority  from  The- 
odore Tilton,  or  knowing  from  Theodore  Tilton  in  any  manner,  whether, 
tf  that  was  done,  it  was  to  end  both  the  accusation  and  the  retraction  ?  A I 
would  have  destroyed  the  papers  on  the  spot,  sir. 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  you  that,  sir.     [Question  repeated.] 

A.  Yes;  I  should  have  done  it  on  the  spot  without  any  authority  hoat 
Theodore  Tilton. 

Judge  Neilson. — Your  answer  **  Yes,"  then,  answers  the  question  I  ;^ 

Mr,  Tracy, — No,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — No;  that  would  be  wrong. 

Mr.  Beach. — The  question  is  not  very  perspicuous. 

Judge  Neilson. — [After  directing  the  answer  to  it  to  be  read.]  Do  yon 
wish  to  add  anything  to  that  answer?     A.  No,  sir;  that  covers  it. 

Mr,  Tracy, — I  put  the  question,  whether  you  made  that  representation  to 
Mr.  Beecher  without  having  any  authority  from  Theodore  Tilton  ?  A.  Idoii*t 
recollect  that  I  had  any  authority  from  Theodore  Tilton. 

Q.  Then  you  mean  to  say  that  you  did  make  that  representation  to  him 
without  having  any  authority  ?    A.  Without  having  any  authority. 

Q.  Then,  did  you  know  of  anything,  in  case  that  retraction  had  been  de 
stroyed,  that  night,  which  would  have  prevented  Mr.  Tilton  from  renewing 
the  charge  the  next  day  ?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  You  did  »    A.  Yes. 

Q.  What  ?  A.  Mr.  Til  ton's  own  expression  to  me  that  he  was  going  to 
save  his  family — that  he  did  not  want  any  harm  to  come  to  his  family.  TW 
was  my  thought. 

Q.  And  that  you  understood  as  a  declaration  from  Theodore  TiUon  tint 
he  did  not  intend  to  make  public  this  accusation  against  Mr.  Beecher  t  A. 
Precisely. 

Q.  And  that  you  understood  from  Tilton  for  the  first,  when  ?  A.  On  the 
night  of  the  30th. 

Q.  Before  you  went  to  Beecher  ?    A.  No,  sir.  * 

Mr.  Tracy. —This  is  the  letter  referred  to.     [Reading  ** Exhibit  1," 
will  be  fJund  on  p.  344,  ante,) 
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Q.  Now,  did  Mr.  Beecher  on  that  same  eveniDg  have  any  talk  vvith  you  in 
fgard  to  the  stories  which  Bowen  fiad  told  against  Mr.  Tilton  ?     A.  On  the 
reniDg  of  December  31st  ? 
Q.  Tes.      A.  Not  on  the  evening  of  December  Slst,  as  I  recollect  now 

Q.  Is  that  the  way  you  have  always  recollected  it  ?    A.  I  think  it  is. 
Q.  Please  look  at  this  book  where  I  have  marked  it,  and  see  if  that  will 
sfirfiflh  your  memory.     [Handing  witness  the  book.] 

Q.  Turn  over  the  page  also,  please,  and  look  at  that.  [Witness  refers  to 
tie  page  indicated.]  1  will  ask  you,  did  not  Mr.  Beecher  tell  you  on  that 
ocasion  that  he  had  sympathized  with  Bowen  and  had  taken  sides  with  him 
gainst  Tilton  ?  A.  He  told  me — not  on  this  occasion ;  it  was  on  the  evening 
f  December  the  30th ;  that  is  my  recollection  now.  I  think  this  is  a  mis- 
tatement. 

Q.  He  told  you  that  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  this  is  in  error  in  that  respect. 

Q.  As  to  the  date  only  ?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  That  it  occurred  on  the  evening  of  the  30th  ?  A.  Well,  perhaps,  I 
lon't  understand  all  of  your  question.     With  regard  to  Bowen  he  spoke. 

Q.  Yes;  let  me  have  no  misunderstanding  about  it.  You  now  say  that 
roQ  think  on  the  evening  of  the  80th,  Mr  Beecher  said  that  he  had  sym- 
Mthized  with  Bowen,  and  had  taken  sides  with  him  as  against  Tilton  f  A. 
fie  had  taken  sides  with  him  as  against  Tilton  ? 

Q.  Yes  ?  A.  Yes ;  that  he  had  taken  sides  with  him  as  against  Tilton,  and 
ijrmpathized  with  Mr.  Bowen*s  story, 

Q.  In  consequence  of  the  stories  which  were  in  circulation  in  regard  to 
kim,  and  especially  the  one  specific  case  where  he  had  been  informed  that  Mr. 
niton  had  had  improper  relations  with  a  woman  whom  he  named  ?  A.  Yes, 
lir;  that  did  not  occur  on  the  evening  of  December  the  80th,  that  occurred  on 
the  evening  of  January  1st,  if  my  memory  serves  me  right  now. 

Q.  That  pait  occurred  on  the  evening  of  Jan.  1st  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  EvarU. — The  whole  of  it  ?  A.  No,  sir;  [reading]  **  And  especially  of 
one  specific  case.^*    My  recollection  tells  me 

Mr.  EtorU, — It  is  only  a  question  to  get  it  right. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Your  recollection  now  is  that,  recurring  to  what  he  had  told 
foa  on  the  evening  of  the  30th  about  having  sympathized  with  Bowen  and 
taken  sides  as  against  Tilton,  he  added  that  he  did  it  on  account  of  these 
ttories  in  regard  to  a  certain  woman?  A.  No;  that  on  Jan.  1st  he  spoke 
vt  this  '*one  specific  case;  "  he  spoke  of  *'one  specific  case"  on  Jan.  1st. 

Q.  Now,  didn't  he,  on  the  evening  of  the  Slst,  in  speaking  of  that  same 
tiling,  offer  to  write  a  letter  to  Mr.  Bowen  taking  back  what  he  had  said  in 
to  him  ?    A.  On  the  evening  of  December  Slst  t 

Q.  Yes.    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  That  occurred,  you  say,  on  the  1st  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  it  that  he  showed  you  the  draft  of  letter  for  that  purpose — 
be  proposed  to  write  Bowen  to  correct  what  he  had  said  about  that  t  A. 
%  was  either  at  his  house  on  January  the  2d,  or  at  my  house  after  January 
«add. 
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Q.  Now,  do  you  meau  to  say  that  this  letter,  a  rough  draft  of  it,  was  not 
shown  you  either  on  the  evening  of  the  Slst  or  on  the  evening  of  the  Ist  of 
January  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  don't  mean  to  say  it  was  not  on  the  evening— y«, 
it  was  not  on  the  evening  of  the  1st;  it  was  either  at  his  house  on  the  2d  of 
January  or  at  my  house  after  the  2d  of  January. 

Q.  Then  that  is  a  part  of  another  conversation  that  has  got  mixed  here,  is 
it  ?     A.  What  is  a  part  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — Got  mixed  where  ? 

Mr,  Evarts, — No  matter 

Mr.  Beach. — Yea,  it  is  matter. 

Mr.  Eoarfs. — Let  him  refresh  himself  before  you  ask  him.  We  want  the 
facts  as  they  are. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  on  that  evening  at  any  time  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — What  evening  ? 

Mt,  Tracy. — Either  on  the  31st  or  the  1st,  and  if  so,  which — or  the  30th, 
that  Mrs.  Beeclier  and  himself  had  been  expressing  great  sympathy  towards 
Mrs.  Tilton,  and  taking  an  active  interest  with  her  against  her  husband  ?  A. 
Where  is  that,  sir  ? 

Q.  Tiiat  is  on  the  next  page  right  over,  after  the  signature  to  the  letter! 
A.  I  spoke  to  him  on  the  evening  of  December  3lst,  about  certain  stories  that 
Theodore  Tilton  had  tol<l  me  that  Mrs.  Beecher  w»s  circulating  against  him, 
and  to  the  best  of  my  recollection,  Mr.  Beecher  said  to  me  that  Mrs.  -Beecher 
received  her  information  from  Mrs.  Morse,  who  she  believed  to  be  a  daogeroos 
woman,  and  yet  her  enmity  to  Theodore  Tilton  was  such  that  she  entered 
into  sympathy,  and  he  sympathized  himself  with  those  stories. 

Q.  When  do  you  say  that  was — the  31st  ?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  Now,  what  were  those  stories  which  Mrs.  Beecher  had  Feceived,  and 
with  which  she  and  Mr.  Beecher  sympathized  ?  A.  I  don't  remember,  air, 
what  they  were. 

Q.  Don't   remember  anything  about  them  ?    A.  I  don't  remember,  sir, 
now ;  no,  sir,  I  don't  recollect  what  they  were. 

Q.  They  were  mentioned,  were  they  not  ?    A.  I  think  they  were  men- 
tioned subsequently ;  I  do  not  think  they  were  mentioned  on  that  night  follj. 

Q.  Was  the  nature  of  them  spoken  of  ?  A.  I  do  not  remember  that  the 
nature  of  them  was  spoken  of  on  the  night  of  December  81st,  sir. 

Q.  How  were  they  referred  to  ?  A.  As  stories  injurious.  I  told  Jfr. 
Beecher  the  stories  that  Tilton  had  told  me  that  Mrs.  Beecher  was  circulating 
against  hira. 

Q.  How  did  you  describe  them  ?  A.  I  think  as  infidelities.  I  think  I 
may  have  used  the  word  '*  infidelity." 

Q.   What  else  did  you  say  ?    A.  That  is  all  that  I  recollect  now. 

Q.  The  infidelities*  of  whom  ?     A.  Of  Mr.  TilUm. 

Q.  Were  the  names  of  the  persons  mentioned  ?  A.  No ;  no  names  wet* 
mentioned  that  night. 

Q.  No  names  were  mentioned  that  night  at  all  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  to  Mr.  Beecher  about  those  stories  ?  A.  I  told  hi* 
those  stories  ought  to  be  stopped. 
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Q.  What  else  did  you  say  about  them  ?  A.  I  don*t  remember  saying  any- 
thing e^se. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  \\\m  that  they  ought  to  be  stopped  because  they  were 
false  ?    A.  I  don't  think  I  said  that  they  were  false. 

Q.  Did  you  say  anything  al)out  their  truth  or  falsity  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I 
did. 

Q.  Did  you  mean  that  Mr.  Beecher  should  understand  you  as  saying  that 
these  stories  shouUl  be  stopped  even  if  they  were  true  and  you  believed  them 
to  be  true  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Well,  then,  didn't  you  say  that  these  stories  were  untrue  and  should  be 
stopped  ?  A.  No,  I  did  not  on  that  occasion ;  I  don't  remember  saying  that 
they  were  untrue. 

Q.  Did  you  say  anything  on  the  subject,  whether  they  were  true  or  not  ? 
A.  I  told  him  that  those  stories  ought  to  be  stopped.  That  is  all  I  remem- 
ber having  said.     I  am  giving  all  that  I  remember. 

Q.  And  gave  no  rcasoii  whatever  why  they  should  be  stopped  ?  A.  1 
don't  remember  that  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  intend  to  leave  an  impression  on  Mr.  Beecher's  mind  that  those 
stories  were  true  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — I  object  to  that. 

Q.  You  did  not  ?    A.  No,*  sir. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — That  is  a  form  of  question  very  frequently  put,  and  it  is 
improper. 

Q.  Did  you  intend  to  leave  upon  his  mind  an  impression  that  you  believed 
them  to  be  untrue  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  object  to  that. 

JuDOE  Netlson. — If  he  said  anything  on  the  subject  he  can  speak ;  other- 
wise not. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Then  I  understand  your  Honor  as  excluding  the  question. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  in  that  way.  If  he  said  anything  on  the  subject 
be  can  speak  about  it. 

Mr.  EtarU. — We  have  had,  I  think,  if  your  Honor  please,  this  question 
answered  before.  You  will  observe  that  a  witness  speaking  of  a  conversation 
that  took  place  four  years  ago,  begins  by  saying  that  he  doesn't  profess  to  give 
every  word — of  course  we  understanc^  that — but  to  give  the  entire  pur|X)rt  of 
it.  Very  well.  Now,  as  it  is  the  purport  that  he  undertakes  to  give,  we  can 
not  exhaust  the  testimony  by  saying:  '*  Did  you  use  these  wortls,"  or  '*  those 
words,"  but,  *' Was  the  purport  of  what  you  said  to  him  such  as  to  leave  an 
impression  on  his  mind  that  the  stories  concerning  which  you  were  talking  to 
him  were  true  or  false  ?" 

Judge  Neilson. — That  would  be  proper  as  calling  for  something  more 
than  mere  intent  and  construction,  because  it  would  cover  words  that  were 
used  or  might  have  been  used. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Was  the  purport  of  what  you  said  to  him  such  as  to  leave  on 
hia  mind  the  impression  that  you  thought  those  stories  were  true,  or  that  you 
thought  they  were  not  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton. — He  has  already  given  the  purport. 
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Judge  Neilson. — ^I  think  he  has. 

Mr,  Fidierton. — Is  not  the  jury  to  be  the  judge  of  the  inteut  from  the  par- 
port  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  so. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — It  seems  extraordiniry  if  they  have  a  right  to  go  through 
with  a  long  cross-examination  of  this  witness  as  to  wliat  the  purport  of  his 
language  was,  and  after  that  go  through  with  it  and  ask  what  intent  he  had 
in  using  it,  and  whether  it  was  to  produce  such  a  result  upon  the  mind  of  the 
listener.  Why,  if  your  Honor  please,  the  jury  are  to  judge  of  the  intent  from 
the  language  itself,  or  the  purport  of  it,  as  given  by  the  witness.  It  is  a  great 
waste  of  time,  in  my  judgment,  as  well  as  a  violation  of  tlie  legal  rule. 

Mr.  Beach, — It  is  more  than  a  waste  of  time,  your  Honor. 

Mr,   FnU^rton. — Yes,  it  is  an  evil  example. 

Mr,  Beach, — Your  Honor  will  permit  me  to  add  this  observation  :  Where 
this  witness  is  unable  to  give  the  language  of  a  conversation  to  which  his 
Attention  is  directed,  it  is  proper  to  ask  him  what  was  the  substance  of  what 
was  said  upon  the  occasion.  This  question  goes  further.  It  asks  not  only 
iiUht  was  the  substance  or  the  purport  of  the  conversation,  but  it  asks  the 
witness  also  to  give  his  judgment  or  opinion  whether  that  purport  had  the 
effect  of  leaving  upon  the  mind  of  Mr.  Beecher  a  certain  impression.  Now, 
that  is  usurping  the  office  of  the  court  and  the  'jury,  sir.  It  is  not  for  this 
witness  to  say  what  would  be  the  impression  or  the  effect  of  the  language,  or 
the  substance  of  the  language  as  given,  upon  the  hearer.  That  is  for  the 
jury  to  say,  and  it  is  to  that  part,  that  feature  of  the  question,  that  we  re- 
spectfully submit  the  objection  lies. 

Judge  Neilson. — Now.  repeat  this  question.  I  think  many  of  these  b- 
terrogatori(!S  are  very  extreme,  especially  when  they  require  the  witness  to 
state  what  impression  he  intended  to  convey,  or  what  his  intent  was. 

[The  question  put  by  Mr.  Evarts  was  then  read,  allowed,  and  exception  by 
plaintiff  was  taken.] 

The  Witness, — No,  sir;  the  purport  was  not  to  leave  upon  his  mind  that 
impression.  The  purport  was  to  leave  upon  his  mind  the  impression  that 
they  were  untrue,  rather  than  that  they  were  true.  ' 

Q.  Now,  the  two  papers  that  you  received  that  night,  and  had  with  yon 
at  Mr.  Beecher's,  the  accusation  and  the  retraction — will  you  give  the  history 
of  those  two  papers  from  that  time  forward  ?  A.  I  will  give  that,  sir,  as 
nearly  as  I  can.  I  took  the  recantation  back  to  Theodore  Tilton — back  to 
my  house  and  found  Theodore  Tilton  there,  and  read  it  to  him,  and  may  have 
handed  it  to  him  to  read,  for  aught  I  know,  and  then  I  put  the  papers,  the 
confession  and  the  recantation,  into  my  bureau  drawer,  and  then  had  it 
locked  up  in  the  safe  after  that,  over  in  New  York.  After  the  tripartite 
covenant  was  signed,  Mr.  Tilton  wanted  the  confession,  as  he  said,  as  an  act 
of  good  faith  towards  his  wife,  and  J  gave  it  to  him  and  it  was  destroyed;  at 
least  he  told  me  that  his  wife  destroyed  it. 

Q.  That  he  gave  it  to  her  and  he  saw  her  destroy  it?  A.  V ..,  sir;  so  I 
understood  it. 

*Q.  When  was  that?     A.  I  think  the  **  tripartite  covenant'*  was  in  April 
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1872;  I  think  so;  and  it  was  a  day  or  two  after  that,  perhaps  two  days  after 
that,  that  I  gave  to  him  the  confession. 

Q.  From  that  time  to  the  present  where  has  the  retraction  been  f 

Mr.  FuHerUn,— One  moment.    That  other  question  is  not  answered. 

Mr,  Evarts. — He  didn't  ask  it. 

Judge  Nkilson.— He  asked  for  the  history  of  both  papers;  the  witness 
has  given  the  history  of  one. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Yes,  he  says  they  were  both  together  in  his  safe  up  to  that 
time.  Now,  my  question  is,  what  became  of  the  retraction  afterwards  ?  A. 
I  locked  it  up  in  my  tin  box,  sir.  and  kept  it. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.  In  my  house. 

Q.  Until  when  ?  A.  I  think  until  I  published  this  statement,  sir ;  I  used 
it  in  this  statement— in  the  first  statement. 

Q.  After  that  what  was  done  with  it  ?  A.  I  think  before  that  I  showed 
it  to  you  at  my  house  one  night  after  the  publication  of  the  WoodhuU  story. 

Q.  Yes.     A.  And  then  I  put  it  back  into  the  box  and  kept  it. 

Q.  Kept  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  say  you  kept  it  in  a  box  until  about  the  time  that  you  published 
this  statement  on  the  4th  of  August,  and  now  where  has  it  been  since  ?  A. 
Been  in  my  possession — been  in  the  box. 

Q.  Well,  is  it  in  your  possession  now  ?  A.  It  was  handed  to  Judge 
Monis  amongst  the  other  papers. 

Q.  When  was  it  handed  to  Judge  Morris  ?  A.  It  was  handed  to  Judge 
Morris  since  this  suit  was  commenced. 

Q.  Is  it  in  your  possession  now,  or  Mr.  Tilton's,  which  ?  A.  In  Judge 
Morris'. 

Q.  Well,  Judge  Morris  is  Mr.  Tilton's  counsel,  isn't  he,  in  this  suit  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir;  he  is  Mr.  Tilton's  counsel. 

Q.  Then  you  moan  to  say  that  you  kept  this  retraction  until  Theodore  Til- 
ton  brought  a  suit  against  Mr.  Beecher,  and  then  you  surrendered  it  to  his 
counsel,  do  you  ? 

Judge  Xetlsok. — That  question  is  quite  unnecessary.  The  fact  appears 
distinctly  without  that  question. 

Mr.  EtariB. — ^If  your  Honor  please,  there  are  a  variety  of  papers  in  the 
hands  of  these  gentlemen,  and  very  properly.  We  do  not  know  whether  they 
are  in  their  hands  as  counsel  of  Mr*  Tilton 

Judge  Neilsok. — Well,  the  witness  had  answered  as  to  this  paper  all  he 
can  say,  I  suppose. 

Mr.  Evarti. — We  do  not  know,  if  your  Honor  please,  until  we  learn  from 
people  who  can  speak  on  the  subject,  whether  these  papers  that  are  now  here 
and  produced  and  handed  to  this  witness  are  in  the  possession  of  this  plaintiff, 
or  only  in  the  possession  of  these  gentlemen  for  this  witness. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  inquiry  is  as  to  this  one  paper  which  he  states  he 

took  at  a  certain  time  and  gave  to  Judge  Morris;  and  the  fact  appears  that 

Mr.  Morris  is  one  of  the  attorneys— engaged  as  one  of  the  conusel  for  the 

plaintiff. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Yes,  sir ;  that  is  so. 
I.— 87 
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JuDGB  NBiLSOiff. — This  witness  gave  him  that  paper.  That  covers  all  that 
the  qaestion  called  for. 

Mr,  Evarts, — Are  we  to  understand,  then,  that  all  these  papers  that  he- 
long  to  this  witness  and  were  placed  in  his  hands  by  either  party,  and  are 
being  produced  here  by  the  counsel,  are  in  Mr.  Tilton^s  hands  ? 

Mr,  FulUrton. — The  gentleman  can  understand  what  he  likes. 

Mr.  EvarU. — We  want  to  ask  the  question  about  it. 

Mr,  Ftdlertan. — You  have  asked  it  and  he  has  answered  it.  The  qaestion 
is  whether  you  will  learn  a  thing  by  its  being  said  once  or  twice,  or  whether 
he  will  repeat  a  thing  until  you  understand  it. 

Mr.  Evarts, — If  your  Honor  please,  that  is  not  the  question,  ti  he  answered 
once  that  he  put  it  in  Mr.  Morris'  hands  as  Mr.  Tilton's  counsel,  that  is 
enough,  but  if  he  merely  answered  *'I  put  it  in  Mr.  Morris' hands,"  why, 
then,  we  have  no  other  evidence  about  this  paper  than  we  have  about  all  these 
papers,  that  they  come,  and  very  properly — from  Mr.  Morris'  hands.  The 
question  is  whether  Mr.  Morris  holds  them  for  him  or  for  Mr.  Til  ton,  by  his 
authority. 

Mr,  Beach. — Why  don't  you  ask  him  that  ? 

Mr,  Evarts. — Well,  that  is  our  question. 

Mr,  Beach. — No,  that  is  not  the  question. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  thought,  when  I  interrupted  you,  that  you  were  put 
ting  a  question  that  has  been  distinctly  answered. 

Mr,  Tracy, — I  was  not  intending  to  put  a  question  that  had  l)een  an- 
swered. I  did  intend  to  put  a  question  to  the  witness  which  would  call 
for  an  answer,  that  is,  *'  Did  you  place  these  papers  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Mor- 
ris as  Mr.  Tilton's  counsel  in  this  case  ? " 

Mr,  Fulitrtmi, — That  is  not  the  question  that  was  asked. 

Judge  Xeilson. — The  question  ssked  would  emphasize  what  has  been 
oaid  before  as  to  his  intention. 

Mr,  Fnllertofi, — And  it  is  a  re-hash  of  the  whole  testimony  on  that 
subject. 

Mr,  Tract/. — I  ask  whether  you  placed  this  paper  in  the  hands  of  Mr. 
Morris,  as  the  attorney  of  Mr.  Tilt  on  in  this  case  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  did  not 
place  it  in  Mr.  Morris'  hands  as  the  attorney  of  Mr.  Tilton  in  this  case;  I  re- 
ceived a  subpoena  from  your  office,  and  have  consulted  with  Judge  Morris 
about  the  terms  of  the  subpcena,  and  have  handed  him  my  papers,  and 
amongst  others  this  paper. 

Q.  And  you  never  put  it  in  his  hands  before  ?  A.  I  do  not  recollect  th»t 
I  ever  did,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  rememher  that  you  did  not  ?  A.  To  the  best  of  my  ^ecolle^ 
lion  I  did  not. 

Q.  Then  you  mean  to  say  that  the  paper  is  still  in  your  hands,  under  this 
subpoena  ?  A.  I  understand  it  to  be  so.  I  understand  that  that  papec  is  for 
production  in  this  court. 

Q.  What  was  the  exact  date  when  you  delivered  this  to  Mr.  Morris  ?  i- 
I  don't  remember,  sir. 

Mr.   Wvarts, — Since  the  trial  commenced  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  I  have  and«r 
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taken  to  give  Jadge  Morris  all  the  papers  called  for  by  your  subpoena.   I  have 
nndertaken  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Tracy, — Mr.  Tilton  asked  for  this  accusation,  that  it  might  be  de- 
stroyed, and  you  surrendered  it  to  him  for  that  purpose?  A.  Yes,  sir;  Mr. 
Tilton  asked  for  it  that  it  might  be  destroyed.  , 

Q.  And  you  surrendered  it  to  him  for  that  purpose  ?  A.  Yes,  sir,  after 
the  tripartite  covenant,  in  April,  1872. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Moulton,  you  have  made  and  published  two  public  state- 
ments, have  you  not,  touching  this  matter  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Both  made  after  the  publication  of  Mr.  Beecher's  statement  ?  A. 
Both  made  after  the  publication  of  Mr.  Beecher's  statement. 

Q.  Where  were  those  statements  prepared  ?  A.  Those  statements  were 
prepared  by  General  Butler 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  by  whom  they  were  prepared ;  I  asked  where  they  were 
prepared  ?  A.  They  were  prepared,  sir,  at  Bay  View,  and  at  Lowell ;  the 
first  was  prepared  at  Bay  View,  and  the  other  at  Lowell. 

Q.  Were  you  present  during  the  preparation  of  the  first  statement  ?  A. 
I  was. 

Q.  And  directed  its  preparation  ?  A.  I  gave  to  Gen.  Butler,  as  my  friend, 
the  papers,  and  he  made  out  the  statement  himself,  sir. 

Q.  now  about  the  other  ?  A.  The  second  statement  was  made  in  about 
the  same  way,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  the  manner  in  which  these  statements  were  made  out  f 
I  will  put  a  more  direct  question.  Did  you  dictate  to  a  stenographer,  who 
took  down  your  dictation  ?    A.  Did  I  dictate  to  a  stenographer  ? 

Q.  Yes.  A.  No,  I  think  not ;  I  dictated  a  portion  of  the  second  state- 
ment, I  think,  to  a  stenographer — a  portion  of  it  only. 

Q.  Were  you  present  when  Gen.  Butler  dictated  to  a  stenographer  ?  A. 
Not  all  of  the  time ;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Most  of  the  time  ?    A.  Which  one  are  you  talking  about  now,  sir  ? 

Q.  The  first  statement,  we  will  say.     A.  Yes  ;  most  of  the  time,  I  think. 

Q.  How  did  Gen.  Butler  get  possession  of  the  facts  except  from  your  dic- 
tation or  statement,  aside  from  what  were  contained  in  the  writings  ?  Wasn't 
it  from  your  statement  that  Gen.  Butler  got  possession  of  the  facts  (that  were 
incorporated  into  these  statements  ?  A.  I  gave  to  him  the  facts,  sir,  as  I 
recollected  them  at  the  time. 

Q.  VerbaUy?    A.  Verbally. 

Q.  How  many  days  was  that  first  statement  in  preparation  ?  A.  I  don't 
remember  how  many  days. 

Q.  Was  it  several  ?    A.  It  was  part  of  several  days,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  bring  it  back  with  you  here  on  your  return  to  the  city  on  the 
4th  of  August?  A.  I  think  I  did;  yes,  sir.  I  will  correct  an  answer  that  I 
made  a  few  moments  ago  with  regard  to  Judge  Morris ;  I  had  that  recantation 
with  me  there  with  Gen.  Butler. 

Q.  Did  you  have  also  w^ith  you  there  the  letter  of  Mrs.  Tilton  requesting 
the  return  of  these  papers  that  they  might  be  burned?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think 
I  did ;  if  that  is  in  my  statement  I  had  it  there. 
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Q.  Well,  supposing  it  is  not;  I  don't  care  about  that;  did  you  hare  it 
there  ?  A.  I  recollect  that  I  had  it  there,  I  think,  sir,  to  the  best  of  my  re- 
collection. 

Q.  We  will  not  say  anything  about  what  is  in  your  statement,  or  what  is 
not.     A.  Yes;  you  offered  me  tlie  statement,  sir,  to  guide  my  memory. 

Q.  Certainly.  We  don't  object  to  your  refreshing  your  mind  by  the 
statement.  How  niany  days  was  the  second  statement  in  preparation?  A 
I  forget,  sir,  how  many  days  it  was;  several  days. 

Q.  And  what  length  of  time  intervened  between  the  preparation  of  the 
first  and  second  statements  ?    A.  I  don't  remember,  sir. 

Q.  About  how  long  ?  Can't  you  refresh  your  mind  by  the  book  there? 
A.  The  second  statement  was  prepared  after  Mr.  Beecher's  statement  was 
made  to  your  committee,  sir,  whatever  date  that  was.  I  don't  remember  the 
date. 

Q.  I  have  understood  you  to  say — perhaps  I  have  misunderstood  you — ^that 
they  were  both  prepared  after  Mr.  Beecher's  statement  ?  A.  The  first  one 
was  prepared  before  Mr.  Beecher's  statement — was  prepared  before  Mr. 
Beecher's  statement  was  made,  I  think;  yes,  sir;  before.  It  was  prepared 
before ;  the  second  one  was  prepared  after.  I  understood  your  question  to 
be  whether  they  were  not  both  published  after.  Did  I  misunderstand 
you,  sir? 

Q.  I  am  not  certain,  sir.     A.  I  don't  think  I  did. 

Q.  I  am  not  certain,  sir.     It  is  all  right  now,  any  way.     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  time  intervened  between  the  publication  of  the  first  statement 
and  the  preparation  of  the  second  ?  A.  What  time  intervened  between  the 
publication  of  the  first  statement  and  the  preparation  of  the  second  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.  You  may  just  look  at  the  date.  A.  I  don't  think  this  book 
fumislies  the  date. 

Mr.  Shearman. — The  first  was  published  August  2lBt,  and  the  second  wm 
published  September  11th. 

The  Witn4'88. — I  commenced  to  prepare — ^to  make  preparations  for  tbc 
second  statement  immediately  after  the  first  one — a  short  time  after  the  first 
one. 

Mr.  Tracy. — And  you  published  it  as  soon  as  it  was  completed  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — What  do  you  mean  by  publishing  ?    A.  Gave  it  to  the 
newspapers,  sir,  to  publish. 

Q.  They  were  both  publbhed  in  The  Graphic,  were  they  not  ?    A.  Yes,flr. 

Q.  And  your  first  statement  was  widely  circulated  before  your  second 
statement  was  completed  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  don't  think  that  is  important,  sir,  in  this  case. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^Whether  it  was  published,  that  covers  it,  perhaps. 

Mr.  FulUrton. — The  publisher  can  tell  better  about  that. 

Mr,  Tracy, — I  suppose  the  witness  knows  that  it  was  widely  circulated. 

Mr,  FulUrton. — What  difference  does  it  make  in  this  case  whether  it  wai 
widely  circulated  or  not  ? 

Mr,  Eoarts. — That  we  will  sum  up  on. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — We  will  sum  it  up  now.  -  I  object  to  it.     Now  sum  it  ve^ 
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Judge  Neilson. — ^It  was  published,  and  if  he  knows  it  was  widely  cir 
culated,  he  can  say  so. 

Mr.  FuUertoiu — It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  quite  immaterial. 

Mr.  Tracy. — It  may  be. 

Judge  Neilson. — Do  you  know  whether  it  was  widely  circulated,  sir  f 
A.  I  don't  know  how  widely  it  was  circulated. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Don't  you  know  that  it  was  widely  circulated  ?  A.  I  know 
that  it  was  published  in  The  Graphic.     That  is  all  I  know  ai)Out  it. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  it  was  published  in  other  papers  ?  A.  I  read  it  in  The 
OraphiCj  sir;  I  don't  remember  having  read  it  in  the  other  papers. 

Q.  You  don't  know  that  it  was  published,  for  instance,  in  The  New  York 
Herald^  Tribune^  or  Neic  York  Times  f    A.  In  full,  I  do  not. 

Q.   Was  the  larger  proportion  of  it  published  ?    A.  I  don't  know  that. 

Q.  Was  any  of  it  published  in  The  Tribune^  or  Tfie  Herald^  or  The  Sun^  or 
The  World,  or  The  Timely  to  your  knowledge  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  Do  you  know  the  fact  whetlier  your  statement  was  published  in  any 
other  paper  except  The  Graphic  f 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Now,  does  the  court  permit  this  long  investigation  about 
the  dififcrcnt  papers  in  which  that  statement  was  published  ?  I  do  not  see 
how  it  adds  to  its  force  at  all,  that  it  was  widely  circulated. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  will  show  you. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  am  not  asking  you  to  show  me ;  I  am  objecting  to  your 
question. 

Judge  Neilson. — Let  him  answer. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — "Well,  sir,  if  your  Honor  sees  fit  to  let  it  in  I  have  nothing 
to  say. 

[Question  repeated.]    A.  I  don't  know  the  fact,  sir,  that  it  was. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  am  perfectly  willing  he  should  give  his  supposition  or  his 
presumption  if  they  want  it. 

Mr.  Emrts. — ^We  don't  want  his  supposition;  we  want  the  state  of  his 
knowledge. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Now,  do  you  know  this  fact,  whether  the  statements  and 
omissions  of  statements — what  your  first  statement  stated,  and  what  it  omit- 
ted to  state,  were  subjects  of  criticism  by  the  public  press  before  your  second 
statement  was  completed  ?  Do  you  know  that  ?  A.  Whether  the  statements 
of  what  it  omitted 

Q.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Emrts. — What  was  in,  or  what  was  out  ? 

Q.  Whether  it  was  a  subject  of  criticism  by  the  public  press  before  your 
second  statement  was  completed  ?  A.  I  was  told,  I  think,  by  Gen.  Butler, 
that  it  was. 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  what  you  were  told.  I  ask  you,  sir,  whether  you  know  the 
fact  ?  I  don't  propose  to  go  into  declarations  or  conversations.  A.  I  don't 
recollect  that  fact  now,  sir.  What  I  do  recollect  is  that  Gen.  Butler  told  me 
that  I  was  criticised  for  something  that  the  first  statement  omitted. 

Q.  I  don't  ask  you  what  he  told  you.  A.  Well,  I  don't  know  that  you 
do. 
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Q.  Did  you  show  either  of  these  statements  before  their  publicatioD  to 
Theodore  Tilton  ?    A.  I  think  I  read  a  portion  of  the  first  cne. 

Q.  I  did  not  ask  you  whether  you  read  it ;  I  asked  you  whether  you  showed 
it  to  him,  and  whether  it  was  the  subject  of  conversation?  A.  It  was  the 
subject  of  conversation  before  publication ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  did  you  make  Mr.  Tilton  acquainted  with  the  contents  of  that 
statement  before  its  publication  ? 

Mr.  Evarts, — Which  one  are  you  speaking  of  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  first  one  now  ? 

A.  I  think  I  did;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  have  it  in  his  possession  ?  A.  It  was  either  read  by  him  or  read 
to  him,  sir. 

Q.  You  don't  know  which  ?  How  long  before  it  was  published  ?  A, 
Just  before  it  was  published. 

Q.  Did  he  also  see  your  second  statement  before  it  was  published  ?  A, 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  have  that  in  his  possession  ?  A.  1  don't  know  that  he  had  it 
in  his  possession.     I  had  it  in  mine. 

Q.  Did  you  read  it  to  him,  or  did  he  read  it  ?    A.  He  read  it. 

Q.  Before  its  publication  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Previous  to  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  also  published  a  statement  in  regard  to 
this  matter,  had  he  not  ?     A.  He  published  his  sworn  statement,  I  believe. 

Q.  And  the  cross-examination  to  his  sworn  statement  had  also  been  pub- 
lished, Inid  it  not,  previous  to  your  statement?  A.  I  don't  recollect  whether 
his  croFs-examination  had  been  published  or  not;  I  think  his  sworn  statement 
was  published. 

Q.  Did  you  read  the  first  statement  to  any  one  else  besides  Tilton  before 
publishing  it  ?  A.  I  did  not  read  the  first  statement  to  any  one  besides 
before  pul)lishing  it. 

Q.  Besides  Mr.  Tilton  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  the  second?  A.  Xo;  I  did  not  read  the  second  statement  to 
any  one  else. 

Q.  Then  Theodore  Tilton  was  the  only  party  save  your  legal  friend  and 
adviser,  who  knew  or  was  permitted  to  know  the  contents  of  this  statement 
before  publication  ?     A.  No;  I  did  not  answer  in  that  way. 

Q.  I  asked  whether  you  had  read  or  permitted  to  be  read  either  of  these 
statements  by  any  one  else  besides  Theodore  Tilton.  I  understood  you  to  say 
you  had  not  ?    A.  I  understood  you  to  say,  "had  read." 

Q.  Read  or  permitted  to  be  read  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — No;  that  was  not  the  question. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Now  I  put  the  question :  Had  you  permitted  any  other  per- 
son to  read  either  of  these  statements  before  publication  ?  A.  I  think  Mr. 
Morris  read  the  second  statement,  or  a  portion  of  it. 

Q.  Any  one  else  ?    A,  Not  that  I  remember. 

Judge  Neilson. — Bear  in  mind.  General  Tracy,  that  you  are  inqoiriDg  tf 
to  collateral  matter,  and  that  the  answers  of  the  witness  will  be  conclnsire 
upon  you. 
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Mr.  Tracy, — So  I  anderstaud. 

Mr.  EvarU. — Not  only  conclusiye,  but  quite  satisfactory. 

Mr.  FuUerUm, — Then  they  are  content  witb  trifles. 

Mr.  EtarU. — We  are  asking  for  the  very  thing  that  we  are  getting,  and 
we  are  content  with  that. 

Mr.  Beach. — We  would  have  given  you  a  stipulation  to  this  same  thing. 

Mr.  Tracy. — We  would  rather  have  it  before  the  jury  as  evidence.  We 
have  too  many  papers  already. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  think  you  have  had  too  many  papers  for  your  satisfaction. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Well,  we  are  content.  [To  the  witness.]  Now,  Mr.  Tilton 
and  Mr.  Morris  were  the  only  two  persons  who  had  been  permitted  to  become 
acquainted  with  the  contents  of  these  statements  before  publication  ?  A. 
Yes ;  according  to  my  best  recollection  that  is  so. 

Q.  Was  this  suit  pending  at  the  time  you  showed  the  second  statement  to 
Mr.  Morris  ?    A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  it  was  or  not  ?  A.  No;  I  do  not  remember 
the  time  when  the  suit  was  commenced. 

Q.  Did  you  show  the  paper  to  Mr.  Morris,  as  the  attorney  and  counsel  of 
Theodore  Tilton  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  made  these  publications,  did  you  not,  because  you  deemed 
yourself  a  party  to  this  controversy  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach. — What  controversy  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^This  controversy.  [To  the  witness.]  You  did  not?  A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Let  me  refresh  your  memory  by  referring  to  the  book.  Please  to  re- 
fresh your  memorj'.    A.  Yes,  sir ;  where  is  it  ? 

Q.  Look  at  the  fourth  paragraph  from  the  end  of  your  statement  ?  A. 
lliat  is  the  sentence  commencing,  ''  I  do  not  now  entertain." 

Q.  We  do  not  call  for  the  contents;  that  is  the  sentence,  and  I  want  you 
to  look  at  it  and  refresh  your  memory  ?  A.  **Not  to  aid  either  party  to  the 
controversy.'* 

Q.  I  only  want  you  to  refresh  your  memory  ?  A.  I  think  that  is  a  cor- 
rect statement. 

Q.  Does  it  refresh  your  memory  on  this  subject  ?    A.  I  do  not  think  it  does. 

Q.  As  to  the  point  of  view  in  which  you  published  this  statement  ?  A.  I 
don't  think  it  refreshes  my  memory. 

Q.  You  think,  after  reading  that,  you  did  not  publish  these  statements  as 
a  party  to  this  controversy,  or  to  protect  yourself  ? 

Mr.  Morris. — That  is  quite  a  different  question. 

Mr.  Tracy.— Ahl 

Mr.  Beach.— It  is,  ah! 

Mr.  Tracy  — When  I  say  to  this  controversy,  I  do  not  mean  this  suit,  but 
to  the  controversy  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mr.  Tilton.  If  you  understand 
me  as  referring  to  this  suit  by  the  word  ^*  controversy  "  you  misunderstand  me. 

The  Witness. — What  is  the  question  now  ? 

Q.  I  repeat  the  question  whether  you  published  either  of  these  statements 
in  the  point  of  view  of  your  own  relation  to  the  controversy  then  before  the 
public  ? 
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Mr.  i/bm>.— That  is  the  first  time  you  have  asked  that  question,  instead 
of  repeating  it. 

The  Witness. — I  would  like  to  have  the  question  read. 

(The  stenographer  read  the  question.)  A.  I  would  like  to  explain  the 
reason  why :  I  can  not  answer  the  question,  yes  or  no. 

Q.  I  want  you  to  answer  the  question,  if  you  please  ?  A.  I  can  not 
answer  it  fully  without  saying  more  than  yes  or  no. 

Judge  Neilson. — Then  proceed. 

The  Witness. — I  published  the  statement  because  of  the  attack  of  Mr. 
Beecher  upon  uie. 

Q.  And  you  considered  that  as  raising  a  controversy  before  the  public  in 
which  you  were  a  party,  did  you  not  ?  A.  I  considered  it  as  raising  a  con- 
troversy between  Mr.  Beecher  and  myself, 

Q,  Before  the  public,  and  as  a  party  to  that  controversy,  you  published 
these  statements  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Now  we  have  got  it. 

Mr.  Fullert^m. — Yes,  you  have  got  it,  and  you  had  it  before. 

Mr.  Starts, — We  have  got  his  sworn  statement. 

Mr.  Fullei'toii. — You  have,  and  that  is  not  a  thing  for  you  to  boast  of. 

Mr.  Evarts. — It  is  what  we  wanted  anyhow. 

Mr.  FuUertan. — A  great  many  men  get  what  they  want,  and  don't  think 
it  satisfactory. 

Judge  Neilson. — Now,  gentlemen,  proceed  with  the  examination. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Now,  Mr.  Moulton,  coming  back — at  the  time  that  you  were 
giving  Gen.  Butler  the  facts,  for  either  of  these  statements,  did  you  commu- 
nicate to  him  the  fact  that  you  have  sworn  to  on  this  trial  in  answer  to  this 
question:  ^'^Let  ine  ask  you,  was  anything  said  as  to  the  substance  of  the  in- 
terview between  3Ir.  Beecher  and  Mr.  Tilton,  when  you  were  not  present"  (that 
is  the  interview  of  the  30th;  I  read  from  your  direct  examination);  and  you 
in  your  answer  say:  **  Why,  he  told  me  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  told  him  of  the 
confession  of  his  wife  to  him."*  Now,  sir,  did  you  state  that  fact  to  Geu. 
Butler  when  he  prepared  your  statements  ?  A.  Let  me  see  the  question  on 
the  direct  examination.  [Book  handed  to  the  witness.]  What  interview  is 
that,  Gen.  Tracy  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  evening  of  the  30th — the  night  that  you  went  to  Mr. 
Beecher*s. 

The  Witness. — I  don't  think  I  told  that.  You  refer  now  to  my  answer 
where  he  told  me  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  told  him  of  the  confession  of  his  wife 
to  him.     That  is  what  you  ask. 

3fr.  Tracy. — Yes. 

The  Witness.—I  don't  recollect  that  I  told  Mr.  Butler  that. 

Q.  Then  you  were  asked:  **  Just  repeat  now,  what  he  said  upon  that  sub- 
ject ? "  **A.  Mr.  Beecher  told  me  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  told  him  that  Eliza- 
beth had  confessed,  and  had  read  to  him  what  either  was  a  confession  or  a 
copy  of  a  confession  of  Elizabeth  of  sexual  intercourse  between  them;  and 
he  told  me  that  Theodore  had  told  him  of  the  reasons  of  sending  to  him  the 

*  See  testimony  p.  841.  ante. 
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letter  through  Mr.  Bowen.    That  is  all  that  I  remember  just  now."*^    Now, 
jou  told  Gen.  Butler  that  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  I  did. 

Q.  Don't  you  remember  that  you  did  not  ?  A.  To  the  best  of  my  recol- 
lection, I  did  not. 

Q.  In  either  of  these  statements  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  state  to  Gen.  Butler  this:  **  Do  you  know  whether  Mr.  Tilton 
kept  a  copy  of  that  paper  of  which  you  now  speak,  which  he  gave  to  you  f  " 
•*A.  He  made  a  copy  of  it,  I  think;  he  made  a  copy  of  it."*  Did  you  tell 
that  to  G^n.  Butler  ?    A.  That  is  with  reference  to  the  confession  itself  ? 

Q.  Yes.     A.  I  think  I  told  him  t^hat. 

Q.  I  will  ask  you  hereafter  to  point  it  out  to  me  in  which  statement     A 
All  I  told  Gen.  Butler  is  not  in  the  statement. 

Q.  No  matter.     I  ask  now  what  you  told  Gen.  Butler  ? 

Mr,  Fullerton, — ^And  the  counsel  will  ask  you  to  point  out  in  the  state- 
ment what  was  not  there. 

Mr,  Tracy, — I  will  ask  him  to  point  out  whether  it  was  there.  I  didnV 
understand  the  witness  to  say  that  it  was  not  there.  [To  the  witness.]  Q. 
Then,  did  you  tell  him  this:  ''  Did  he  tell  you  of  his  object  in  going  there  ? ' 
*^  He  told  me  that  Theodore  had  given  him  permission  to  go  to  Elizabeth  for 
confirmation  of  the  story ;  nothing  further  than  that  ?  "  A.  I  think  I  told 
Gen.  Butler  that. 

Q.  On  your  direct  examination,  you  say,  speaking  of  the  interview  of 
December  31st:  **He  [that  is  Mr.  Beecher],  said,  of  course  if  this  charge  is 
made  against  me,  if  Theodore  should  make  any  charge  against  me,  my  de- 
fense would  be  the  technical  one  of  general  denial ;  but  with  you,  since  you 
know  the  truth.  I  would  throw  myself  upon  your  friendship  and  what  I  be- 
lieve to  be  your  desire  to  save  me."    A.  Where  is  that  ? 

Q.  That  is  on  page  109  .of  my  book,  down  toward  the  bottom  of  the 
column.  A.  I  think  I  told  him  the  substance  of  that,  sir.  I  tried  to  give 
him  all,  as  near  .as  I  could. 

Q.  I  did  not  ask  what  you  tried  to  do,  but  what  you  recollect  that  you 
did.  Do  you  recollect  that  you  told  Gen.  Butler  that  ?  A.  My  recollection 
is  that  I  told  him  the  substance  of  it — yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  also  give  to  Gen.  Butler  the  letter  of  Mrs.  Tilton,  calling  for 
that  paper  ?    A.  I  took  all  the  papers  to  Gen.  Butler. 

Q.  Did  you  give  him  that  paper  and  call  his  attention  to  it?  A.  I  think 
that  paper  was  among  them. 

Q.  You  did  ?    A.  Yes;  I  think  that  paper  was  among  them. 

Q.  Has  the  statement,  that  you  read  that  letter  to  Mr.  Beecher,  on  the 
night  of  obtaining  that  retraction,  ever  been  publicly  stated  by  you,  before 
you  stated  it  as  a  witness  upon  this  stand  ?  A.  Publicly  stated  ?  No,  I 
think  not. 

Q.  You  printed  that  letter  in  one  of  your  statements,  did  you  not  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  which  ?    A.  I  think  in  the  first. 

Q.  But  you  did  not  state  that.     That  interview  with  Mr.  Beecher  has  al- 

*  See  testimony  pp.  :Ul.  842,  anU. 
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ways  been  published  as  if  he  surrendered  that  letter  of  retraction  on  your 
demand,  and  on  yours  alone,  until  this  trial,  has  it  not  ? 

Mr,  FuUerion, — We  object,  unless  the  counsel  explains  what  he  means  by 
**  has  always  been  published.'' 

Mr,  Tracy, — I  will  ameud  my  question.  [To  the  witness.]  That  inter- 
view with  Mr.  Bcecher  has  always  been  published  as  if  he  surrendered  that 
retraction  on  your  demand,  and  yours  alone,  until  this  trial,  so  far  as  yoo 
know,  has  it  not  ?    A.  Yes,  I  think  it  has. 

Q.  You  always  knew  that  representation  of  that  interview  between  your- 
self and  Mr.  Bcecher  to  be  false,  did  you  not  ?    A.  What  representation  ? 

Q.  The  representation  of  that  interview,  that  that  retraction  was  surren- 
dered by  him  to  you,  and  upon  your  demand  alone  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  not  know  it  to  be  false  ?    A.  No ;  I  gave  my  recollection  of  it. 

Q.  Did  you  know  it  to  be  untrue  ?  A.  It  did  not  correctly  state  it;  it 
did  not  fully  state  it. 

Q.  Then  you  knew  it  did  not  fully  state  the  truth,  did  you  not  ? 

Mr.  FulIerton.-^Whtii  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  manner  in  which  that  interview  has  been  published 
always. 

Mr.  Fullertan. — Published  where  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — Anywhere. 

Th€  Witnf8s, — I  ga^e  my  recollection  of  it  at  the  time ;  that  is  all  I  could  do. 

Q.  Answer  my  question.  Did  you  not  always  know  the  true  account  of 
that  interview  would  have  included  the  letter  of  Mrs.  Tilton  ?  A.  No;  I  did 
not  remember  it  at  the  time  that  I  made  that  statement. 

Q.  You  mean  to  say,  then,  that  while  you  had  possession  of  this  letter  of 
Mrs.  Tilton,  during  the  two  years  and  upwards  of  this  controversy,  you 
never  remembered  the  fact  that  you  obtained  that  retraction  from  Mr. 
Beecher,  by  presenting  Mrs.  Tilton's  letter,  requesting  its  return  that  it  might 
be  destroyed  ? 

Mr.  Morris. — We  object  to  the  assumption  that  there  has  been  two  years 
of  this  controversy. 

Mr.  Beach. — Worse  than  that.  The  question  assumes  as  true  that  this  re- 
traction was  obtained  by  the  presentation  of  Mrs,  Til  ton's  letter,  which  is 
in  direct  contravention  of  the  evidence. 

Mr.  EvartB. — The  question  does  not  say  that  it  was  obtained  by  means  of 
that. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — ^It  does  so  assume. 

Mr.  Emrts.—li  should  not.  That  is  not  the  point.  The  point  of  the 
inquiry  is  that  the  surrender  of  the  retraction  which  Mr.  Beecher  had,  was 
obtained  by  the  use  of  this  letter  at  the  time  that  it  was  obtained.  The  con- 
trary has  always  been  published,  as  he  states.  Now  General  Tracy  asks  if  the 
gentleman  knew  during  this  time  that  this  letter  had  been  presented  to  Mr. 
Beecher. 

Mr.  Beach, — The  contrary  has  not  been  the  universal  statement.  The  fact 
simply  is  that  Mr,  Moulton  now  reveals  iu  his  evidence  that  when  the  appli- 
cation was  made  to  Mr.   Beecher  for  this  retraction,  he  read  the  letter  of  re- 
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quest  from  Mrs.  Tilton,  and  the  additional  fact  now  appears  that  the  circnm- 
stance  of  reading  that  letter  to  Mr.  Beecher  had  been  omitted  in  the  statement 
that  has  been  given  by  Mr.  Moulton. 

Jfr,  EvarU. — The  existence  of  the  letter — the  presentation  of  the  letter, 

Mr,  Beach, — Not  the  existence  of  the  letter,  for  it  had  been  published. 

Judge  Netlson. — ^In  other  words,  the  letter  is  not  referred  to  in  the 
statement. 

Mr,  Beach, — Not  only  has  it  been  referred  to,  but  it  was  published. 

Mr,  Traey, — Published  without  connection  with  this  interview  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — No;  the  question  is  as  to  the  omission  of  the  witness  in  his 
statement  to  reveal  that  on  the  application  to  Mr.  Beecher,  this  letter  was 
presented  to  him  at  the  time.  Now,  the  question  assumes  that  the  retraction 
on  that  occasion  was  obtained  on  the  presentation  solely  of  that  letter. 

Mr.  EvarU.  —No,  it  does  not. 

Mr,  Beach, — It  was  a  mere  omission  of  the  letter  from  the  statement. 

Mr,  Traey. — A  very  remarkable  omission.  I  characterize  it  a  willful 
omission. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  don't  think  that  that  expression  is  called  for. 

Mr,  Tracy, — I  don't  think  that  either  expression  is.  The  gentleman  had 
no  right  to  say  it  was  a  **  mere  omission." 

[Question  read  again  at  witness'  request.] 

Mr,  Beach, — Now,  that  assumes  two  or  three  facts. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  will  change  the  form  of  the  question. 

Mr,  Beach, — To  an  intelligii)le  question,  that  the  witness  can  understand. 

Mr.  Fiillerton, — One  that  you  can  understand  yourself. 

Mr,  Tracy. — I  will  try  to  un<ler8taud,  and  make  understood,  my  question. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  it  never  occurred  to  you  that  you  presented 
and  read  that  letter  of  Mrs.  Tilton  to  Mr.  Beecher  on  this  night  of  obtaining 
this  retraction,  until  after  you  had  made  both  of  your  statements  ?  A.  Yes, 
sir;  I  did  mean  to  say  that.     Let  me  explain  my  answer  to  that  question. 

[Question  repeated.]  A.  No,  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that,  y^  answer  to 
that  question  was  wrong.  I  will  explain  the  answer.  I  mean  to  say  it  did 
not  occur  to  me  at  the  time  that  I  made  the  statement.  That  ia^the  way  that 
I  want  to  answer  the  question.  I  want  to  strike  out  of  my  answer  the  part 
that  it  never  occurred  to  me ;  it  did  occur  to  me. 

Mr.  Evarts, — ^The  answer  of  the  witness  is  no;  and  now  he  makes  an  ex- 
planation. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — The  answer  **no,"  simply,  was  wrong  when  he  under- 
stood the  question. 

Judge  Neilson. — Strike  out  the  word  **no,"  and  put  down  the  last 
answer. 

Mr,  Beach, — Will  your  Honor  permit  me  to  suggest:  The  witness  an- 
swered the  question  first  in  the  affirmative,  and  then  upon  the  explanation 
answered  it  no,  and  answered  it  correctly  no.  He  then  asked  your  Honor  for 
permission  to  explain,  which  was  accorded  him,  and  he  has  done  so. 

Mr,  EvartB. — ^That  is  exactly  what  we  have  just  stated. 

Mr,  Tracy. — How  long,  prior  to  your  making  these  two  statements,  did 
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you  recollect  the  fact  of  your  haying  presented  this  letter  to  Mr.  Beecherand 
read  it  to  him  on  the  night  of  obtaining  this  rcitraction  ?  A.  I  can  not  say, 
sir;  that  matter  had  not  been  in  my  mind  on  this  subject  for  a  long  time; 
there  had  not  been  anything  in  my  mind  for  a  long  time. 

Q.  You  can  not  sny  how  long  ?  A.  For  a  good  while ;  I  do  not  think  I 
charged  my  mind  with  the  interview  particularly  after  it  occurred. 

Q.  Until  when  ?  A.  Until  I  commenced  to  make  the  statement — until  I 
was  with  Gen.  Butler;  and  at  that  time  I  undertook  to  tell  Gen.  Butler 

Q.  No  matter  about  tha* — the  time  is  what  we  want,  and  that  we  have 
got.  Now,  your  attention  was  first  called  to  this  interview  between  yourself 
and  Mr.  Beecher  by  the  publication  of  the  statement  in  what  is  known  as  the 
Woodhull  statement  ?    A.  Called  to  what  ? 

Q.  To  this  interview  between  yourself  and  Mr.  Beecher — ^by  any  public 
statement,  first  in  the  Woodhull  statenjcnt  ?  A.  By  any  public  statement  ? 
I  think  that  was  it. 

Q.  Did  you  at  the  time  of  that  statement  remember  that  you  presented  to 
Mr.  Beecher  this  letter  on  the  night  that  you  obtained  that  retraction,  and 
read  it  to  him  ?  A.  I  do  not  recollect  that  I  remembered  it  then.  I  do  not 
recollect  now  that  I  remembered  it  then. 

Q.  Did  you  recollect  it  at  any  time  intermediate  the  publication  of  the 
Woodhull  statement  and  the  making  of  this  last  publication  ?  A.  I  don^t 
know  that  I  did;  I  don't  know  that  I  tried  to  recollect  the  circumstance. 

Q.  Explain  your  answer  that  you  have  already  made,  by  telling  us  what 
you  mean  when  you  say  that  it  had  occurred  to  you,  and  your  answer  saying 
that  it  never  had  occurred  to  you  was  erroneous  ? 

^f)\  Beach. — That  is  not  so.  He  always  remembered  it.  There  is  quite  a 
difference  between  having  it  in  the  memory  and  having  it  occur  to  a  party  at 
different  times,  or  at  a  series  of  times.  Why  did  you  not  ask  him  whether  it 
occurred  to  him  ? 

Mr,  EcarU, — ^That  is  the  question — ^had  it  never  occurred  to  him  ? 

Mr.  Trdcy, — Now,  I  ask  you,  beginning  with  the  first  publication;  let  me 
see  if  I  understand  you  correctly ;  I  understand  you  to  say,  now,  that  when 
you  read  the^ Woodhull  publication,  with  its  account  of  that  interview,  the 
fact  that  you  did  present  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  letter  on  that  night  did  not 
occur  to  you  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — That  question  improperly  assumes  the  Woodhull  statement 
refers  to  that  interview,  and  contains  an  account  of  it. 

Mr,  Tracy. — The  witness  has  already  sworn  to  that ;  that  was  the  pistol 
scene. 

Mr.  Beaeh, — ^He  has  not, 

Mr,  Tracy. — I  take  it  that  when  he  referred  to  the  pistol  scene  he  has 
already  sworn  to  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — What  the  counsel  suggests  is  that  it  did  not  appear  that 
the  fact  was  in  the  Woodhull  statement. 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  fact  was  not  in  the  Woodhull  statement ;  that  is  jnst  the 
point. 

Mr.  Beach..^-Tot  the  purpose  of  this  discussion,  I  deny  that. 
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Mr.  EvnrU. — Are  you  arguing  it  now  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — I  am  arguing  against  your  question. 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  (juestion  is :  Did  you  read  that  part  of  the  WoodhuU 
statement  which  referred  to  the  interview  between  yourself  and  Mr.  Beecher 
on  the  night  this  retraction  was  obtained  ?    Did  you  read  it  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — I  object  to  that  as  assuming  that  something  appeared  in  the 
Woodhull  statement. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  a  good  objection. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Does  your  Honor  decide  that  the  paper  being  in  eridence 
collaterally,  the  witness  can  not  be  asked  whether  he  read  it  ? 

Judge  Keilson. — The  Woodhull  paper  is  not  in  evidence  collaterally,  or 
in  any  other  way;  and  in  putting  the  question,  you  can  not  assume  a  fact 
that  has  not  been  proved. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  asked  him  whether  he  read  it. 

Mr.  F^dlertfm. — No.  you  did  not  ask  him  that. 

[Mr.  Fullerton  asked  the  stenographer  to  read  the  question,  and  it  was 
done.] 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  understand  the  counsel  to  say  that  he  talked  about  the 
Woodhull  statement. 

[Mr.  Tracy  then  read  from  the  witness'  testimony  of  yesterday  the  passage 
between  figures  (1)  and  (2)  on  p.  509,  ante.] 

Mr,  Tracy. — Now,  the  pistol  scene  is  this  interview. 

Mr.  Beach. — The  counsel  has  succeeded  in  throwing  utter  darkness  upon 
this  matter. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^Now,  I  ask  you  whether  the  Woodhull  publication  recalled 
the  fact  to  you  that  you  presented  this  letter  to  Mr.  Beecher,  on  the  night 
that  you  obtained  tlic  retraction. 

The  Witness. — I  don't  remember  whether  it  did  or  not. 

Q.  Then  if  that  did  not  bring  it  to  your  mind,  tell  us  when  and  where  it 
was  that  you  did  remember  the  fact  that  yon  presented  that  letter  to  Mr. 
Beecher  on  that  night  ?    A.  Yes,  I  will. 

Q.  When  did  you  remember  it  ?  A.  Well,  sir,  a  few  days  ago— say  a  few 
days  ago — perliaps  two  or  three  weeks  ago — two  or  three  weeks  ago;  Theo- 
dore Tilton  told  me 

Q.  I  don't  ask  what  he  told  you;  I  asked  when  you  remembered  it  ?  A. 
I  think  two  or  three  weeks  ago. 

Q.  Til  at  answers  the  question.  That  is  the  first  that  you  recollect  the 
fact  ?    A.  I  did  not  say  so. 

Q.  Well,  is  it  ?    A.  Since  when  ? 

Q.  Since  it  occurred  ?    A.  No,  I  don't  think  it  was. 

Q.  How  long  did  you  remember  that  fact  f  A.  I  don't  know  how  long  I 
remembered  it. 

Q.  That  is  enougli  on  that  subject.  Now,  after  the  night  of  the  81st  of 
December,  when  did  you  next  see  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  After  the  night  of  the 
Blst  of  December,  when  did  I  next  see  Mr.  Tilton  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  I  saw  him  January  1st,  I  think. 

Q.  What  time  of  day  ?    A.  I  can  not  remember  the  time  of  day. 
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Q.  Where  ?    A.  I  think  at  my  house  in  Clinton-street. 

Q.  Did  he  come  by  appointment  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  he  did. 

Q.  What  day  of  the  week  was  January  Ist  that  year  ?  A.  I  think  it  was 
Sunday. 

Q.  Did  you  know  on  that  day  that  he  had  been  discharged  by  Mr.  Bowen 
from  The  Union,  and  as  contributor  to  The  Tndeijendent—ou  the  1st  day  of 
January  ?  A.  I  think  I  learned  it  for  the  first  time  on  the  night  of  the  81st 
of  December. 

Q.  Wliat  time  of  night  ?    A.  Very  late,  when  I  got  home. 

Q.  After  you  returned  from  Mr.  Beecher?  A.  Yes,  sir.  I  say  '*Tery 
late ;"  not  very  late — somewhere  between  nine  and  twelve  o'clock. 

Q.  But  it  was  after  you  returned  from  Mr.  Beecher  and  after  you  had 
obtained  this  retraction?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  This  was  the  first  you  knew  of  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  is,  the  discharge  ?    A.  Yes ;  that  is  the  first  I  knew  of  it. 

Q.  What  time  of  day  did  you  visit  Mr.  Beecher  on  the  1st  of  January  ! 
A.  I  think  it  was  about — it  was  in  the  afternoon,  some  time  toward  evening. 

Q.  What  time  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  the  time  exactly.  It  was  between 
four  and  seven  o'clock,  I  think. 

Q.  Can  you  approximate  any  nearer  than  that  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I  can 
now  ;  somewhere  between  four  and  seven. 

Q.  Do  you  lecollect  whether  it  was  before  or  after  dark  when  you  went 
there  ?    A.  It  was  before  dark,  I  think. 

Q.  Was  it  after  dark  when  you  left?  A.  I  think  the  gas  was  lighted 
when  I  left. 

Q.  And  where  was  that  interview  ?  A.  In  his  study,  sir;  I  think  it  was 
in  his  study. 

Q.  Was  the  gas  lighted  when  you  went  in  ?    A.  I  don't  think  it  was. 

Q.  Did  you  find  him  in  the  study,  or  did  he  go  there  with  you  ?  A.  I 
think  we  went  into  the  study  together. 

Q.  IIow  long  had  you  been  there,  do  you  think,  before  the  gas  was 
lighted  ?    A.     Oh  I  I  suppose  an  hour  or  more. 

Q.  How  long  did  you  remain  at  that  interview  with  him  ?  A.  I  guess  I 
may  have  remained  an  hour  and  a  half  or  two  hours. 

Q.  You  remember  distinctly  his  lighting  the  gas  that  night,  do  you  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — He  has  not  said  so.  The  counsel  assumes  that  the  gas  was 
lighted. 

Mr,  Tracy . — I  understand  him  to  say  that  the  gas  was  lighted. 

Judge  Neilsox. — He  said  the  gas  was  not  lit  when  he  went  there  and  it 
was  lit  when  he  left. 

Mr,  Morris. — He  said  that  he  thought  that  the  gas  was  lit  when  he  left. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^Now  he  is  asked  if  he  remembers  distinctly  Mr.  Beecher 
lighting  the  gas. 

Mr,  Beach. — The  question  assumes  that  the  gas  was  lighted  in  the  study. 

Mr,  Trctcy, — The  witness  says  the  gas  was  not  lit  when  he  went  in,  and 
.that  it  was  lit  when  he  came  away.  He  says  that  the  interview  was  in  the 
study;  and  now  I  ask  him  if  he  saw  Mr.  Beecher  lighc  the  gas  ? 
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Mr.  Morris. — The  witness  did  not  say  that  the  gas  was  lighted  when  he 
leit;  he  said  that  he  thoaght  it  was;  that  was  the  testimony. 

Mr,  Trney, — Did  you  see  Mr.  Beecher  light  the  gas  ?  A.  I  don't  remember 
that  ^Ir.  Beecher  lit  the  gas. 

Q.  Did  you  light  it  ?    A.  I  don't  know  whether  I  did  or  not. 

Q.  Did  auy  third  party  come  in  to  light  the  gas  ?     V,  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Was  it  lit  when  you  came  away  ?    A.  In  the  study  ? 

Q.  Yes  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  it  was  in  the  study. 

Q.  "Where  was  it  lit,  if  not  in  the  study  ?  Q.  I  don't  know  that  it  was  lit 
anywhere;  I  think  the  gas  was  lit  when  I  went  away. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  the  gas  was  lit  in  the  street  when  yon  went 
away  ?    A.  I  think  it  was. 

Mr,  Tracy, — It  is  now  four  o'clock,  if  your  Honor  please,  the  hour  of  sd- 
jonrnment. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  suppose  you  think  it  is  time  the  gas  were  lit. 

Mr,  Tracy, — ^No,  sir;  I  think  it  is  time  to  extinguish  it. 
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Francis  D.  Moulton  recalled,  and  the  cross-examination  continued. 

JuDOE  Neilson. — Will  the  counsel  proceed  ? 

Mr.  EvarU, — There  is  one  point,  if  your  Honor  please,  that  was  reserved 
for  your  Honor's  consideration  and  determination,  which,  perhaps,  it  may  be 
proi)er  now  to  call  up,  if  your  Honor  has  considered  it,  or,  if  not,  to  ask  your 
attention  to  it. 

JiTDOE  Neh^son. — As  to  the  admission  of  a  paper  ? 

Mr,  Eoarts, — As  to  the  admission  of  what  is  called  the  West  charges,  on 
the  eridence,  as  it  stood  after  the  witness'  correction. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  I  will  let  it  stand.     Is  Judge  Porter  still  ill  ? 

Mr,  EvarU. — ^Yes,  sir;  Judge  Porter  is  still  ill,  though  his  physician  hopes 
he  may  be  able  to  be  out  to-morrow ;  though  that  is  not  certain.  It  is  neq^ 
sary  for  us,  of  course,  to  know  whether  the  paper  is  in  or  not. 

Judge  Neilson. — Consider  it  in. 

Mr,  Ecart$, — ^Your  Honor  will  note  our  exception. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Tracy, — Mr.  Moulton,  how  long  was  the  interview  which  you  had 
with  Mr.  Beecher  on  January  1st  ?  A.  My  impression  is,  sir,  that  it  may  have 
lasted  an  hour  or  two. 

Q.  Can't  you  approximate  more  nearly  than  that?  A.  No,  sir;  not  more 
nearly  than  that. 

Q.  At  what  point  of  the  interview  did  you  begin  to  write  the  letter — the 
paper  that  was  written  on  that  day  ?  A.  Shortly  after  the  termination  of  the 
fbrst  expressions  of  Mr.  Beecher.  Call  it  the  beginning,  if  you  please ;  not  the 
first  thing,  but  the  beginning,  after  he  had  expressed  to  me  his  sorrow  for 
what  he  had  done. 
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Q.  Was  Mr.  Beecher  moved  with  deep  feeling  on  that  day  ?     A.  He  was, 
sir. 

Q.  Was  he  walking  the  floor  most  of  the  time  during  that  interview?    k, 
I  don*t  think  he  was,  sir;  my  recollection  is  that  he  was  not. 

Q.  Was  he  sitting  or  standing  ?      A.  I  think  he  was  sitting,   sir,  by  the 
table. 

Q.  By  the  table  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  so. 

Q.  What  was  your  position  ?     A.   I  was  sitting. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.  By  a  table,  I  think ;  I  think  there  was  a  table  there. 

Q.  At  the  same  table  ?  A.  I  should  think  it  was  the  same  table;  yes, 
sir. 

Q.  On  different  side^}  of  the  table  ?  A.  My  recollection  is  that  Mr. 
Beecher  was  at  the  end  and  I  was  in  the  front  of  it;  as  11*  one  shoald  be 
seated  as  Mr.  Bea  )h  is,  sir. 

Q.  Was  it  some  remark  that  Mr.  Beecher  had  made  expressing  his  feel- 
ing towards  Tlieodore  Tilton  that  led  you  to  suggest  the  writing  of  that 
paper  ?    A.  Yes,  sir.  x 

Q.  Tlien  you  suggested  it,  did  you  ?  A.  I  said  to  him  that  he  better  put 
that 

Q.  Answer  my  question.  Are  you  the  one  who,  at  that  interview,  sug- 
gested the  preparation  of  a  paper  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — [To  the  witness].  You  were  proceeding  to  answer.  Qo 
on,  sir. 

A.  Yes;  I  suppose  I  might  have  been  considered  the  person  that  sug- 
gested it. 

Mr,  Tracy, — Were  you  the  person  ?  A.  If  your  Honor  will  allow  me  to 
explain 

Judge  Neilson. — State  what  you  said  ?  A.  Yes,  sir.  I  said  **Mr. 
Beecher,  if  you  feel  in  this  way  towards  Mr.  Tilton,  it  seems  to  me  that  if 
you  should  so  express  yourself  to  him  it  would  make  an  end  of  this  trouble. 
It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  the  best  thing  that  you  could  do  to  so  state 
to  him."     And  then  he  said  to  me,  "Take  pen  and  paper,  and  I  will." 

Q.  How  long  had  that  interview  continued  between  you  before  that  be- 
gan ?    A.  Not  very  long,  sir. 

Q.  Before  you  took  pen  and  paper  ?  A.  Not  very  long— not  half  an  hour 
— I  should  think  it  was  half  an  hour. 

Q.  Upon  how  many  different  subjects  had  you  conversed  before  you  began 
to  write  ?  A.  Only  on  one  or  two.  As  near  as  my  recollection  serves  me,  I 
told  him  about  taking  back — I  said  to  hiui,  "Mr.  Beecher,  I  took  back  that 
recantation  to  Theodore  last  night,"  and  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  **He  seems 
to  me  to  be  in  the  spirit  of  saving  bis  family,  no  matter  what  comes  to  him- 
self ;  "  and  then  Mr.  Beecher  proceeded  to  say  that  he  felt  great  sorrow. 

Q.  I  did  not  ask  you  what  either  party  said ;  I  asked  you  for  the  subjects 
that  you  conversed  on  ?    A.  Well,  that  was  it. 

Q.  That  was  one  subject  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  the  recantation,  and  then  his  ex- 
pression of  sorrow  followed  it. 

Q.  Was  anything  said  about  Mr.  Tilton's  condition  financially,  and  his 
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prospects,  now  that  he  had  been  discharged  from  the  employment  of  Mr. 
Bowen  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Nothing  at  all  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  At  no  part  of  that  interview  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Either  before  or  after  the  writing  of  the  letter— of  the  paper?  A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  received  letters  dismiss- 
ing him  from  Bowen's  service  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  that  I  did,  sir,  at  that 
stage  of  the  conversation. 

Q.  At  any  stage  of  the  conversation?  A.  Very  likely  I  did,  sir;  I  dont 
remember  that  I  did. 

Q.  "Well,  did  you  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  now  that  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  that  you  did  not  ?  A.  I  haven't  any  recollection  upon 
that  subject. 

Q.  You  had  learned  it  for  the  first  the  night  before  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  This  was  the  first  interview  you  had  had  with  Mr.  Beecher  after  learn- 
ing that  fact  ?    A.  Yes,  sir.  * 

Q.  And  you  don't  recollect  of  having  mentioned  it  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect 
that  now,  sir;  no. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  further  talk  about  the  stories  that  Bowen  had  cir- 
culated in  regard  to  Tilton,  at  that  interview,  before  the  writing  of  the 
paper  ?     A.  No,  sir;  I  think  not. 

Q.  You  think  not  ?    A.  No,  sir;  not  before  the  writing  of  the  paper. 

Q.  Did  you,  at  any  time  during  that  interview  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  After  the  writing  of  the  paper  ?     A.   My  recollection  is  that  it  was 
after  the  writing  of  the  paper ;  yes,  sir. 
.  Q.  How  long  after  ?  A.  Well,  I  should  say  shortly  after. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Beecher  say  at  that  interview  about  these  stories  ? 
A.  He  said  that  he  had  mentioned'in  his  interview  with  Mr.  Bowen  when 
Bowen  brought  him  the  letter  demanding  his  retirement — he  said  that  he 
had  told  Bowen — I  think  that  Mr.  Bowen  had  mentioned  the  name  of  a  woman, 
and  Mr.  Beecher  said  that  he  had  heard  the  same  story,  and  had  rather  joined 
Mr.  Bowen  in  that  story ;  and  he  said  he  would  take  it  back. 

Q.  He  mentioned  the  name  of  a  woman  ?  A.  He  said  that  he  had  heard 
the  name  of  a  woman.     He  said  that  he  had  heard  the  same  story. 

Q.  Was  her  name  mentioned  there  between  you  and  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir;  her  name  was  mentioned. 

Q.  What  was  said  about  the  woman  ?  A.  He  said  that  Mr.  Bowen  had 
told  him  of  Mr.  Tilton's  intimacy  with  this  woman,  or  of  the  stories  concerning 
his  intimacy  with  this  woman ;  that  he,  Mr.  Beecher,  had  told  Mr.  Bowen 
that  be  had  heard  the  same  stories  concerning  her;  and  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher 
— ^18  that  right,  sir  ? 

Q.  Go  on.  A.  And  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  I  thought  it  was  very 
unjust  towards  the  woman  and  very  unjust  towards  Theodore ;  that  I  knew 
both  parties  and  I  did  not  think  that  there  was  anything  wrong  between  them 
at  all,  and  from  my  acquaintance  with  Theodore  Tilton  I  had  the  highest 
confidence  in  him;  and  from  my  knowledge  of  the  woman,  and  from  my 
I.— 88 
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acquaintance  with  her,  I  bad  the  highest  confidence  in  her,  and  I  didn't  think 
any  such  story  wns  true.     That  is  the  Bubstance. 

Q.  You  pronounced  it  untrue ,  didn^t  you  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Didn^t  you  say  you  knew  all  about  their  relations  and  you  knew  they 
were  untrue?    A.  No,  sir;  I  didn't  say  that. 

Q.  Didn't  you  say  you  knew  enough  al»out  th^ir  relations  to  know  that 
they  were  untrue  ?  A.  No,  sir ;  I  said  from  wliat  I  knew  of  thbir  relations — 
from  what  1  knew  I  should  judge  it  to  be  untrue  and  unjust. 

Q.  Did  you  say  you  should  judge  it  to  be  ?    A.  Sir  ? 

Q.  Did  you  say  that  you  should  judjic  it  to  be  untrue  ?  A.  The  sabstanoe 
of  what  I  said,  sir,  was  the  word  **  judge." 

Q.  Didn't  you  say  that,  from  what  you  knew  of  their  relations,  you  knew 
that  that  story  was  untrue  ?  A.  From  what  I  knew  of  the  parties,  sir;  not  of 
their  rclati(ms. 

Q.  Well,  of  the  parties  ?    A.  Yes,  sir ;  I  believed  the  stories  were  untrue. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Beecher  say  iu  answer  to  that  ?  A.  He  said  he  was  very 
glad  to  hear  it.  • 

Q.  When  Mr.  Beecher  told  you  that  he  was  glad  to  hear  that  it  was  nntrae, 
did  he  express  any  sorrow  for  having  repeated  that  story  to  Mr.  Bowen  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir;  he  said  he  was  sorry. 

Q.  That  he  had  repeated  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  did  he  say,  and  what  on  that  subject  ?  A.  He  said  he  was  very 
sorry  if  he  had  done  an  injustice  to  the  woman  and  to  Theodore. 

Q.  And  to  Theodore  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Didn't  he  express  himself  warmly  on  that  subject  of  the  injustice  that 
he  had  done  them  ?  A.  He  expressed  himself  sincerely,  sir,  I  should  say,  and 
he  said  he  would  write  a  note  1o  Mr.  Bowen  taking  it  back. 

Q.  Did  he  draft  a  note  there  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  did  he  write  it  there  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Beecher  at  that  interview  state  anything  about  Bessie  Turner  f 
A.  I  don't  think  he  did  at  that  interview,  sir. 

Q.  Had  he,  at  any  of  the  interviews  previous  to  that,  said  anything  about 
Bessie  Turner  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  that  he  had,  sir,  said  anything  about 
Bessie  Turner. 

Q.  Her  name  had  not  transpired  ?    A.  Not  up  to  that  time. 

Q.  When  do  you  remember  its  transpiring  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  your^ 
self  "first  ?    A.  Some  time  after  the  first  of  January. 

Q.  Well  that  is  quite  indefinite.  Can't  you  be  more  definite  than  that ! 
A.  I  should  think,  sir,  it  was  between  January  1st  and  January  10th. 

Q.  Didn't  Mr.  Beecher  tell  you  at  that  interview  that  the  girl  Bessie  Turner 
had  come  to  him  along  in  the  last  days  of  December,  and  reported  to  him  one 
or  two  scenes  as  having  transpired  between  her  and  Theodore  Tilton  t  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  You  knew  the  girl  Bessie  Turner  at  that  time,  did  you  not  ?  A.  I  had 
seen  her  at  Mr.  Tilton's  house. 

Q.  She  was  a  girl  living  in  Mr.  Tilton's  family — a  young  girl  was  she  not ! 
A.  I  saw  her  at  Mr.  Tilton's  house;  I  believe  she  was  living  there. 
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Q.  Don't  yon  know  she  was  living  there  ?  A.  I  believe  she  was ;  I  think 
she  was  living  there,  sir. 

Mr,  Tracy, — [To  the  court.]  Your  Honor  made  a  suggestion  that  I  did 
not  hear. 

Judge  Nbilson. — He  had  answered  that  she  was  living  there. 

Mr,  Tracy. — I  understood  the  witness  to  say  tliat  lie  saw  her  at  the  house. 

Q.  How  loDg  a  tim«  had  she  been  living  there  ?    A.  I  don't  really  know. 

Q.  When  Mr.  Beecher  spoke  to  you  about  Bessie  Turner,  whether  it  was 
on  this  day  or  some  subsequent  day,  did  he  tell  you  the  particulars  of  what 
Bessie  Turner  had  told  him  ?    A.  Of  what  she  had  told  liim  personally  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir;  concerning  Theodore  Tilt^m  ?  A.  I  don't  know  whether  he 
told  me  what  she  had  told  him  personally.  He  certainly  mentioned  Bessie 
Turner's  name,  and  said  that  the  information  came  from  her;  whether  from 
her  directly  or  not,  sir,  I  don't  remember.     I  think  it  did. 

Q.  What  was  the  information  that  he  stated  as  coming  from  Bessie 
Turner  concerning  her  relations  with  Theodore  Tilton  ?  A.  Tliat  the  story 
was  that  Theodore  Tilton  had  carried  her  from  her  bed  to  his  own ;  some 
such  story  as  that. 

Q.  In  the  night  ?  A.  I  dun't  remember  whether  it  was  in  the  night,  sir. 
I  suppose  it  was  in  the  night. 

Q.  Well,  didn't  you  understand  it  to  have  been  in  the  night  ?  A.  I  sup- 
pose I  did;  yes  sir. 

Q.  And  didn't  you  understand  that  he  had  attempted  to  detain  her  in 
bed  for  some  little  time  ?  A.  I  didn't  understand  anything,  except  that  he 
had  taken  her  from  her  bed,  sir;  that  is  all. 

Q.  And  carried  her  to  his  own  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  the  night  time  ?  *  A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  understand  whether  he  had  got  in  bed  with  her  ?  A.  I  didn't 
understand  that,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  underhand  that  there  was  only  one  instance  of  that  ?  A. 
That  is  all,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  understand  that  she  had  represented  him  as  on  another  occa- 
sion coming  to  her  bed  in  the  night  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  You  never  heard  of  but  one  transaction  ?    A.  That  is  all,  sir. 

Q.  In  regard  to  Bessie  Turner  ?    A.  That  is  all. 

Q.  When  that  was  told  to  you  what  did  you  say  about  it  ?  A.  Well,  I 
said  I  could  not  believe  that  story ;  it  seemed  to  me  entirely  improbable. 

Q.  What  did  Mr.  Beecher  say  ?    A.  He  said  that  was  the  story ;  that  is  all. 

Q.  Did  he  speak  of  that  as  one  of  the  stories  that  he  had  mentioned  to 
Bowen  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  He  did  not  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  other  stories  did  he  say  that  he  had  mentioned  to  Bowen  ?  A. 
That  is  the  only  one  that  I  call  to  mind — the  Bullard  story. 

Q.  That  is  the  only  one  of  which  he  gave  you  details  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  But  did  be  say  that  he  had  mentioned  to  Mr.  Bowen  other  stories  con- 
cerning Theodore  Tilton  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  think  that  is  the  only  one — ^the 
Bn'^anl  story. 
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Q.  Do  yoa  mean  to  say  that  Mr.  Beecher  did  not  mention  any  other  names? 
A.  That  is  all  that  I  recollect,  sir;  that  he  told  me  that  he  had  mentioned 
Mrs.  Bullard's  name  to  Mr.  Bowen. 

Q.  Did  he  say  or  not  that  he  had  told  Bowen  of  other  stories  concerning 
Tilton,  without  mentioniDg  names  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  he  did. 

Q.  You  don't  remember  that  he  did  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  when  he  told  you  about  Bessie  Turner,  didn't  you  express  your- 
self concerning  that  story  to  him  more  strongly  than  you  do  now  ?  A.  I 
don't  know  whether — I  don't  remember  whether  I  did  or  not,  sir;  the  sub- 
Blance  of  what  I  have  said  to  you  I  stated  to  him 

O,  Did  he  tell  you  at  the  time  that  Be8<»ie  Turner  had  told  other  people 
of  this  storv  besides  himself?     A.  I  think  that  he  mav  have  told  me  that,  sir. 

Q.  Y(iU  lejiiTied  the  fact  ei  her  from  Mr.  Beecher  or  some  one  else,  that 
she  had  told  this  story  to  other  people,  did  you  not  ? 

Mr.  Beacli. — Wait  one  moment.  What  he  learned  from  other  people,  I 
object  to. 

Mr  Evnrts, — That  was  not  the  question,  if  your  Honor  please;  that  be 
heard  it  either  from  Mr.  Beecher  or  other  people. 

Judge  Neilson. — If  he  heard  it  from  other  people,  it  is  immaterial. 

Mr.  EcarU. — That  is  not  our  question,  if  your  Honor  will  allow  me.  We 
are  trying  to  find  out  whether  he  heard  it  from  Mr.  Beecher. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes. 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  the  story  had  been  told  to  other  people.  The  witness  is 
not  certain  about  that,  as  I  understand.  Now,  we  ask  him  whether,  either 
from  Mr.  Beecher,  or  from  some  one  else,  he  had  heard  that  she  had  told  the 
story  to  others — as  a  part  of  the  further  examination.  **  Now,  don't  you  re- 
member that  you  heard  it  from  Mr.  Beecher  ?" 

Judge  Neilson. — Whatever  Mr.  Beecher  said  is  to  be  received,  not  be- 
yond that. 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  is  our  point,  of  course,  to  get  at  what  he  said,  and  to 
probe  him  to  get  at  it. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Your  Honor  rules  out  the  question  as  it  stands  ? 

Judge  Neilson.:— 8o  far  as  it  relates  to  other  people. 

Mr,  Tract/, — Your  Honor  will  note  our  exception. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  current  rumors  of  the  town,  I  do  not  wish  to  bear. 

Q.  At  the  time  you  were  having  this  interview  with  Mr.  Beecher  aboat 
Bessie  Turner,  had  you  heard,  or  did  you  know  that  Bessie  Turner  had  told 
the  story  to  other  people  besides  Mr.  Beecher?  A.  No;  I  did  not  know  at 
that  time. 

Q.  Now,  at  this  intemew  on  the  1st  of  January  was  the  Winsted  matter 
again  talked  about  between  yourself  and  Mr.  Beecher?  A.  No,  sir;  I  think 
not,  sir;  no. 

Q.  Was  anything  further  said  about  the  stories  that  Bowen  had  told  con- 
cerning Tilton  at  that  time  ?    A.  I  think  not. 

Q.  That  Bowen  had  told  concerning  Tilton  ?    A.  No;  I  think  not. 

Q.  Was  not  the  subject  of  Mr.  Tilton's  relations  with  another  lady  • 
matter  of  conversation  between  you  and  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  Did  yon  never  hear  from  Mr.  Beecher  at  any  time  that  Mr.  Bowen  had 
reported  to  him  the  name  of  another  woman  with  whom  Mr.  Tilton  was  con- 
nected ?    A.  No,  no. 

Q.  Had  you  heard  at  the  time  you  were  talking  with  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr. 
Bowcn  had  charged  Mr.  Tilton  with  having  made  an  improper  proposition 
to  another  lady,  and  that A.  Xo,  sir. 

Mr,  Beach, — [To  the  witness.]  Wait  one  moment ;  please  do  not  answer; 
his  question  was  not  finislicd ;  and  I  do  not  get  an  opportunity  to  object. 

The  Witness. — ^Pardon  me,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  never  hear  that  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — ^That  is  objected  to. 

Judge  Neilson.  —Ruled  out. 

Q.  Did  you  never  hear  it  from  Mr.  Tilton  or  from  Mr.  Beecher? 

Mr.  Beach. — Hear  what  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — That  Bowen  had  charged  Mr.  Tilton,  prior  to  discharging 
him,  with  improper  relations,  or  with  an  improper  attempt  in  respect  to 
another  woman  ?    A.  Did  I  ever  hear  it  ? 

Q.  From  either  Tilton  or  from  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — That  Bowen  had  so  charged  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — That  Bowen  so  charged  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  did  ; 
I  don't  recollect  that. 

Q.  Are  ;oa  sure  that  you  did  not  ?  A.  I  haven't  any  recollection  about 
it  now,  sir. 

Q.  At  that  interview  of  January  1st,  did  Mr.  Beecher  mention  to  you  that 
bis  wife  had  taken  an  active  interest  in  behalf  of  Mrs.  Tilton  as  against  her 
husband  ?  A.  Not  at  that  interview ;  my  recollection  is,  that  it  was  not  at 
that  interview,  sir;  it  was  the  interview  of  December  81st;  I  spoke  to  him 
about  it  myself. 

Q,  Tou  think  that  that  subject  was  not  referred  to  again  in  this  conversa- 
tion of  January  1st  ?    A.  My  recollection  is  that  it  was  not. 

Q.  Well,  what  subjects  did  you  and  Mr.  Beecher  converse  about  on  that 
day  ;  just  name  the  topics  of  conversation  so  far  as  you  can  remember  ?  A.  The 
effect  of  the  recantation  upon  Theodr>re  Tilton;  Mr.  Beecher's  expression  of 
contrition  for  the  crime  that  he  had  committed  against  Elizabeth  Tilton  and 
Theodore  Tilton,  and  his  expression  of  regret  .that  he  had  mentioned  Mrs. 
Bullard's  name  to  Mr.  Bowen;  those  are  the  three  distinct  subjects  that  1 
now  recollect. 

Q.  And  the  only  three  that  you  recollect  ?    A.  Those  are  the  three,  sir. 

Q.  1  understand  you  now  to  say  that  it  was  on  Dec.  81st  that  Mr.  Beecher 
told  you  that  Mrs.  Beecher  and  himself  had  been  taking  an  active  part  with 
Mrs.  Tilton  against  her  husband  ?    A.  My  recollection  is  that  way;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  when  you  began  to  write  this  letter,  you  say  Mr.  Beecher  dic- 
tated it  ?    A.  Tes,  sir. 

Q.  Did' he  dictate  all  of  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  he  dictated  all  of  it. 

Q.  Every  word  that  you  wrote  on  that  paper  was  dictated  by  Mr.  Beecher? 
A.  My  recollection  is,  sir,  that  I  put  over  the  top  of  it,  **In  trust  with  P.  D. 
Monlton,"  myself,  either  before  or  after  the  letter  was  finish^') 
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Q.  Can  you  tell  which  ?    A.  I  think  it  was  put  over  before,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  part  of  it  was  not  dictated  by  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  That  part 
of  it  was  not  dictated  by  Mr.  Beecher;  my  recollection. 

Q.  Was  everything  else  on  the  paper  dictated  by  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  Every 
word,  sir,  with  the  exception  of  that  that  he  wrote  himself. 

Q.  Did  he  dictate  it,  sentence  by  sentence  ?    A.  He  did. 

Q.  And  you  wrote  it  down,  sentence  by  sentence,  as  he  dictated  it  ?  A 
I  did. 

Q.  Will  you  produce  that  ?  [Letter  **  Exhibit  No.  2,"  produced,  see  p. 
346,  ante,^  Did  he  dictate  the  words,  **My  Dear  Friend  Moulton?"  A. 
He  did. 

Q.  Have  you,  from  Mr.  Beecher,  during  the  four  years  of  correspondence, 
any  other  communication  from  him  that  commences,  **My  Dear  Friend 
Moulton  ?  "     A.  I  am  sure  I  donH  know,  sir,  whether  I  have  or  not. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  whether  you  have  or  not?     A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Can  you  recall  a  single  one  which  he  ever  commenced,  addressed  to 
you  in  that  way  ?  A.  I  can  not,  sir ;  I  can  not  recollect  the  way  in  which  any 
of  them  commences. 

Q.  He  has  written  you  a  great  many  letters,  has  he  not  ?    A.  He  has. 

Q.  You  put  the  words,  *'In  Trust  with  F.  D.  Moulton,"  at  the  head  of 
the  paper,  and  Mr.  Beecher,  at  the  bottom  of  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  about  what  that  meant — what  it 
was 

Mr.  Fullertan. — One  moment;  that  is  a  mistake.  It  is  a  mis-statement  of 
whal  is  there;  it  is  an  incorrect  quotatitm  from  the  paper. 

Mr.  Trax^y. — Well,  it  is,  in  one  sense,  that  it  is  not  literal — literally 
repeating  both  phrase8;  but  with  that  exception,  it  is  as  near  literal  as  one 
expression  can  make  the  two ;  and  it  is  a  declaration  of  trust  at  the  bottom 
and  foot  of  the  letter. 

Q.  Now,  did  you  have  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher  as  to  the  nature 
of  this  trust  ?    A.  I  think  I  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  to  be  the  nature  of  the  trust  in  which  you  took  that  letter — 
that  paper  ?  A.  I  was  to  do  with  that  paper,  as  a  friend  of  Mr.  Beecher, 
what  I  thought  it  was  judicious  to  do  with  it — was  to  show  it  to  Theodore 
Til  ton — was  to  show  it  to  TIteodore  Til  ton. 

Q.  Judicious  with  reference  to  what  object?  A.  With  reference  to  the 
reconciliation  of  the  differences  bcween  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  You  were  to  show  it  to  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  Show  it  to  him,  or  hand  it  to 
him,  or  let  him  read  it  through. 

Q.  Which  ?  A.  Anything  that  I  chose  to  do  with  it ;  it  was  an  absolate 
trust  with  me,  to  do  with  it  as  I  saw  fit. 

Q.  To  use  for  that  object  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q    What  else  were  you  to  do  with  it  ?    A.  What  else  was  I  to  do  with  it? 

Q.  Yes.     A.  Anything  that  I  chose,  in  accordance  with  that  purpose. 

Q.  Were  you  to  part  with  it  ?  A.  Wag  I  to  part  with  it  ?  No,  sir;  I  was 
to  keep  it;  not  to  part  with  it,  sir,  to  anybody  but  Theodore  Tilton. 

Q.  Were  you  to  part  with  it  to  Theodore  Tilton  ?    A.  To  do  anytkbg 
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with  it  with  regard  to  Theodore  Tilton  that  I  chose  for  the  purpose  of  recon- 
ciliation. 

Q.  Were  you  to  give  it  to  Theodore  Tilton  ?    A.  Give  it  to  him  if  I  saw 

Q.  What  was  said  about  it  ?  A.  That  is  the  purport  of  what  was  said 
about  it. 

Q.  Was  it  said  that  you  could  deliver  this  paper  to  Theodore  Tilton,  and 
leave  it  with  him  if  you  saw  fit  ?  A.  There  was  no  restriction  whatever  put 
upon  my  action  with  regard  to  it. 

Judge  Neelson. — ^Then  that  was  not  said,  as  I  understand  ?  .  A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  That  was  not  said  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Was  anything  said  except  what  would  be  implied  by  the  phrase,  *'  in 
trust  "  ?  A  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  I  thought  it  better — that  these  words 
better  be  put  over  the  top  of  it:  **In  Trust  with  F.  D.  Moulton,"  in  order 
that  that  letter  might  be  under  my  cpntrol ;  that  was  the  point,  sir. 

Q.  And  it  was  put  there  for  that  purpose  ?    A.  Yes;   by  me. 

Q.  Now,  was  there  anything  further  said  than  what  you  have  now  stated 
in  regard  to  the  nature  and  object  of  this  trust  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect,  sir,  at 
present,  that  there  was. 

Q.  When  I  say,  **  by  what  you  have  now  stated,"  I  mean  what  you  have 
last  repeated  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  understand  the  question  ?  A.  Well,  sir,  will  you  repeat  it,  so  that 
I  may  understand  fully ;  perhaps  I  do  not. 

Q.  Was  there  anything  else  said  as  to  the  nature  and  object  of  this  trust, 
except  that  it  was  put  there  to  show  that  this  letter  was  to  remain  in  your 
custody  and  under  your  control  ?  A.  Under  my  control ;  I  don't  think  there 
was  anything  else. 

Q.  Nothing  else  said  about  that  ?  A.  I  do  not  remember  that  there 
was. 

Q.  Now,  what  did  you  do  with  this  paper  when  you  got  it  ?  A.  I  took  it 
to  Theodore  Tilton.  after  I  left  the  house,  and  read  it  to  him. 

Q.  Same  night  ?      A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  give  it  to  him  ?  A.  I  don't  know  whether  I  handed  it  to  him 
or  not  to  read,  or  whether  I  read  it  to  him;  my  impression  was — is,  that  I 
read  it  to  him. 

Q.  Will  you  say  that  you  did  not  deliver  this  paper  to  Theodore  Tilton 
and  leave  it  with  him  for  a  time  ?  A.  I  did  not  leave  it  with  him  for  any 
time  that  night,  sir;  I  don't  think  I  did. 

Q.  That  night  ?  A.  He  did  not  take  it  away  from  the  house,  if  that  is 
what  you  mean. 

Q.  No,  that  is  not  my  question.  Didn't  you  deliver  this  paper  to  Theo- 
dore Tilton,  and  leave  it  with  him  for  a  time  ?  A.  Well,  sir,  I  d<m't  recollect 
whether  I  did  or  not. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  that  you  did  not  ?  A.  I  haven't  any  recollection,  sir, 
as  to  whether  I  read  it  to  him;  as  to  whether  I  read  it  to  "him,  or  whether  he 
took  it  from  my  hands  to  read,  my  recollection  is  not  specific  as  to  either 
point. 
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Q.  If  he  took  it  from  your  hands  to  read,  have  you  any  recollection  as  ta 
how  long  he  kept  it  ?    A.  I  have  not. 

Q.  Can  you  say  that  Theodore  Tilton  did  not  have  this  paper  in  his  pos- 
session for  ar  least  one  hour  on  the  night  you  obtained  it  ?  A.  I  could  not 
say  that  he  had  not,  sir. 

Q.  No,  sir  ?  Can  you  say  that  he  did  not  have  it  for  two  hours  in  his  pos- 
session ?  A.  Well,  my  recollection,  sir,  would  be  that  he  had  not.  If  I  was 
to  state  my  recollection — that  he  hadn't  it  for  two  hours. 

Q.  He  didn't  have  it  for  8o  long  us  two  hours  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  on  receiving  it  back  from  Mr.  Tilton  I 

Mr.  Aforrin. — He  has  not  said  he  received  it  back,  yet. 

Q.  Did  you  come  in  possession  of  the  paper  ? 

Mr.  MorrU. — He  has  not  said  he  parted  with  it,  yet. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^We  know  what  he  said.  When  do  you  next  recollect  being 
in  possc8.4ion  of  this  paper  ? 

Mr.  Morris. — Now,  I  submit  that  he  has  not  said  that  he  recollects  being 
out  of  possession  of  it  yet.  The  question  assumes  a  fact  that  has  not  yet  been 
proven. 

Mr.  Tracy, — I  assume  the  fact  that  he  has  been  in  possession  of  it.  Now, 
I  ask  when  he  next  remembers  definitely  of  being  in  possession  of  this  paper? 

Mr.  Morris, — The  point  is  that  he  has  not  stated  yet  that  he  was  eter  out 
of  the  possession  of  it. 

Mr,  Evarts. — The  point  is  this:  that  he  don't  recollect.  Now,  we  want 
him  to  recollect  when  he  knows  he  had  it. 

Mr.  Morris, — Well,  that  is  another  question.  The  question  is  not  a  proper 
question,  and  I  object  to  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — If  you  handed  this  to  Mr.  Tilton  at  all,  did  be  hand  it 
back  to  you  ?    A.  I  think  be  did,  sir. 

Mr,  Tracy, — Don't  you  know  whether  he  handed  it  back  to  you  that  same 
evening  or  not,  if  he  had  it  ?    A.  If  he  had  it  ? 

Q.  Yes.  A.  My  recollection  is  that  the  paper  was  not  out  of  my  poases- 
sion  all  night  that  night;  that  I  had  it. 

Q.  Then  you  remember  definitely  of  having  had  it  the  next  morning,  do 
you  ?     A.  I  don't  remember  definitely  having  had  it  the  next  morning. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  with  it  that  night  or  the  next  day  ?  A.  I  put  in  my 
bureau  drawer. 

Q.  When  did  you  put  it  in  your  bureau  drawer  ?    A.  That  night. 

Q.  Sure  ?    A.  I  think  so,  stating  to  the  best  of  my  recollection. 

Q.  What  time  of  night  ?    A.  After  I  got  through  with  Theodore  Tilton. 

Q.  What  time  of  night  was  it  ?    A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  You  don't  remember  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  When  did  you  next  see  this  paper  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  when  I  next 
saw  it,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  when  do  you  next  remember  of  having  seen  it  ?  A.  Distinctly, 
sir,  after  the  Victoria  Wood  hull  publication,  I  remember,  in  your  presence. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  you  have  no  recollection  of  having  seen  this 
paper  from  the  time  you  put  it  in  your  bureau  drawer  in  December,  1870. 


Jan.  31,  1875.]  OB088-EXAM1KATI0K  601 

until  after  the  Woodhull  publication  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  anything  abont 
it,  sir,  definitely,  ap  to  that  time. 

Q.  Now,  which  publication  was  that  of  the  WoodhulPs  that  you  refer  to  ? 
A.  The  publication  of  the  Victoria  "Wood hull  story. 

Q.  1872?    A.  Yes,  sir;  1872,  I  think. 

Q.  Well,  when  you  wanted  this  paper  after  that  publication,  did  you  find 
it  in  your  bureau  drawer  ?    A.  No,  sir ;  found  it  in  a  tin  box. 

Q.  In  a  tin  box  ?  A.  I  must  have  taken  it  from  the  bureau  drawer  and 
put  it  in  the  tin  box,  I  suppose. 

Q.  Where  was  the  tin  box  ?    A.  The  tin  box  was  in  my  house. 

Q.  Was  that  paper  never  in  your  safe  ?  A.  I  don't  think  that  the  con- 
fession— that  that  paper  was  ever  in  my  safe,  sir,  I  don't  remember  that  it  was. 

Q.  In  New  York  ?    A.  I  don't  think  it  was. 

Q.  And  where  was  the  tin  box  kept  in  your  house  ?  A.  Kept  in  the 
closet  in  my  front  chamber,  I  think. 

Q.  Locked  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  locked. 

Q.  With  what  sort  of  a  lock  ?    A.  Little  padlock. 

Q.  One  of  those  little  cheap  padlocks  ?  A.  Locked  with  a  small  lock,  sir, 
about  so 

Q.  Do  you  remember  of  ever  having  had  that  tin  box  out  in  presence 
of  Theodore  Tilton  from  the  time  of  receiving  this  letter  of  December,  1870, 
until  after  the  WoodhuU  publication  ?  A.  I  don^t  rt'collect  distinctly  the 
occasion;  I  may  have  had  it  out,  sir. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  you  had  it  out  frequently  in  his  presence  1  A.  No, 
I  don't  remember  that  I  had  it  out  frequently  in  his  presence,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  then,  at  the  next  time  that  you  remember  of  having  seen  this 
paper,  do  you  also  remember  that  Theodore  Tilton  had  a  copy  of  it  ?  A,  No, 
I  don't  remember  that  he  had  a  copy  of  it. 

Q.  When  did  you  first  know  that  Theodore  Tilton  had  a  copy  of  it  ?  A. 
It  was  either — I  think  that  the  Bacon  letter,  sir,  or  else  the  "True  Story" 
letter,  if  the  thing  was  in  that;  it  was  in  one  or  the  other,  but  I  don't  think 
it 

Q.  Well,  those  two  transactions  or  stories  are  some  ways  apart,  are  they 
not  ?  When  was  the  **True  Story''  prepared  ?  A.  I  don't  know;  I  believe 
it  was  prepared  in  the  latter  part  of  December,  1872. 

Q.  And  when  the  Bacon  letter  ?  A.  The  Bacon  letter  was  in  eighteen 
hundred  and — this  year  wasn't  it — last  year,  1874. 

Q.  And  now  do  you  mean  to  say  that  you  can't  tell  on  wnich  occasion  it 
was  that  you  found  Mr.  Tilton  had — do  you  mean  to  say  that  you  can't  tell 
at  which  date  it  was  you  first  knew  that  Theodore  Tilton  had  a  copy  of  this 
paper  ?  A.  I  can't,  no ;  not  to  swear  to  it  now ;  I  don't  remember,  sir, 
whether  it  was  in  the  **True  Story  "  or  not;  that  is  the  reason  that  I  can't 
■wear  here. 

Q.  You  never  remember  to  have  seen  the  paper  until  after  the  Wood  hull 
publication,  and  you  never  remember  to  have  known  that  Filton  had  a  copy 
of  it  until  one  day  that  you  speak  of  ?  A.  No ;  that  is  the  best  of  my  recol- 
lection now. 
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Q.  How  did  you  find  out  that  he  had  a  copy  of  it  then  ?  A.  The  Bacon 
letter  ! 

Q.  This — when  you  did  know  it  ? — when  you  learned  that  he  had  a  copy, 
how  did  you  learn  it  ?    A.  Learned  it  from  him. 

Q.  From  him  ?  A.  From  the  publication  of  the  Bacon  letter,  when  he 
read  it  to  me. 

Q.  Do  you  mean,  then,  to  say  that  that  was  the  first  time  that  you  knew 
that  he  had  a  copy  ?    A.  That  is  the  first  time,  to  my  recollection. 

Q.  Now,  sir,  didn't  he  make  a  c(»py  of  this  letter  in  your  presence,  the 
very  night  you  read  it  to  him,  and  the  first  night  you  received  it  from  Mr. 
Beecher?     A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  recollect  that  he  did. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  whether  he  did  or  not  ?  A.  My  recollection  is  that 
he  did  not,  sir. 

Q.  And  will  you  swear  that  you  did  not  know  that  he  made  a  copy  of 
that  letter  that  night  before  you  put  it  in  your  bureau  drawer  ?  A.  Yes,  sir; 
I  should  swear  to  that,  sir. 

Q.  Didn't  Mr.  Tilton  write  that  letter  down,  this  letter  down,  in  short- 
hand or  otherwise,  at  the  time  you  read  it  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that  he  did; 
my  recollection  is  that  he  did  not. 

Q.  Your  recollection  is  that  he  did  not  ?  A.  My  recollection  is  that  he 
did  not,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  we  will  come  back  to  the  composition  of  the  letter.  Well,  I 
will  ask  this  question  before  I  come  back  to  the  composition  of  the  letter.  If 
he  didn't  do  it  on  that  night,  did  you  ever  give  him  any  other  opportunity  to 
make  a  copy  ?  A.  I  may  have  shown  him  the  letter,  sir;  if  he  asked  me  for 
it,  very  likely  I  did. 

Q.  Will  you  say  whether  you  did  or  not?  A.  I  can  not  say  whether  I 
did  or  not.     I  say  that  if  he  had  asked  me  for  it,  I  very  likely  should. 

Q.  That  is  not  an  answer,  sir.  I  am  not  asking  what  you  very  h'kely 
should,  but  I  am  trying  to  ask  what  you  remember  that  you  did  ?  A.  1  don\ 
remember  that  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  Then,  so  far  as  you  know,  up  to  the  publication  of  the  Bacon  letter, 
Tilton  had  no  other  opportunity  to  make  a  copy  ? 

Mr,  Beach, — The  witness  has  said  that  he  was  uncertain  whether  it  was  at 
the  time  of  tlie  Bacon  letter  or  at  the  time  of  the  true  statement. 

Mr,  Evarts, — We  understand  it  not.  In  the  later  answer  of  the  witness, 
he  fixed  the  Bacon  letter  as  the  date  when  he  first  knew  it. 

Mr,  Beach, — He  did  not. 

Mr,  Evart$, — I  will  refer  to  the  stenographer. 

Mr,  Beach, — The  witness  was  carried  to  that  result  by  a  leading  question 
assuming  that  fact,  and  in  the  face  of  his  direct  explanation  that  he  was  un- 
certain which  of  those  periods  was  the  time  when  he  obtained  that  informa- 
tion. 

Mr.  Evarts, — We  have  our  views  of  the  testimony,  sir,  and  we  do  not  like 
to  be  interrupted  in  the  cross-examination.  If  there  is  any  question  of  it, 
the  stenographer's  notes  can  be  appealed  to. 

Mr,  Beach, — Well,   sir,   although  the  counsel  may  not   like  to  be  int6^ 
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mptedf  when  I  object  to  a  qoestion  it  seems  to  be  a  necessity  that  he  shonld 
be.  My  objection  to  the  question  was,  sir,  that  it  improperly  assumes  that 
the  first  knowledge  of  the  witness  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  a  copy  of  this  letter 
was  at  the  publication  of  the  Bacon  letter. 

JuDOB  Neilson. — I  understand  him  that  he  got  to  know  the  fact  with 
certainty  when  he  saw  it  in  the  Bacon  letter,  but  he  can  not  say  when  he  got 
the  copy. 

Mr,  Bharts, — ^That  we  understand. 

Mr,  Beach. — "Well,  your  Honor  is  under  a  wrong  impression,  I  submit,  in 
regard  to  the  testimony  of  the  witness  upon  that  subject,  for  the  witness  ex- 
plicitly stated  that  he  could  not  say  when  he  first  received  that  information, 
whether  at  one  time  or  the  other. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  then,  it  is  qualified  in  that  way. 

Mr,  EfHirtn. — Afterwards  corrected. 

Judge  Neilson. — But  he  got  to  a  certainty  of  it  when  he  saw  the  Bacon 
letter. 

Mr,  Beach, — I  insist  that  he  did  not  afterwards  correct  it. 

Mr,  EvarU, — That  is  for  the  stenographer  to  decide. 

Mr,  Beach, — That  is  for  us  to  decide  when  the  question  is  based  upon  an 
improper  assumption  of  fact. 

[Question  read  by  the  stenographer.] 

Judge  jSTeilbon. — **  So  far  as  you  know  or  recollect;"  please  to  qualify  it 
in  that  way. 

Mr.  Emrts, — [To  the  witness].  There  is  no  objection.  A.  I  don't  recollect, 
sir,  that  he  had. 

Mr.  Tracy, — Now,  do  you  know  how  Mr.  Tilton  got  the  copy  that  he 
made — ^that  he  had — when  you  read  the  Bacon  letter  ?  A.  I  don^t  know 
specifically;  no,  sir. 

Q.  You  say  you  don't  know  specifically  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  That  IS  an  answer  7    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  give  him  a  copy  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  ever  take  a  copy  with  your  knowledge  ?  A.  Not  that  I  remem- 
ber, sir. 

Q.  Don't  you  remember  whether  he  did  or  not  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  now  that  you  don't  remember  whether  you  gave 
him  a  copy  of  this  letter  ? 

Mr,  Fullerton, — That  has  been  answered  over  and  over  again. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  said  he  had  not  given  him  a  copy;  I  think  he  has 
answered  that  point  clearly ;  he  did  not  furnish  a  copy,  and  he  don't  remem- 
ber how  he  got  the  copy. 

Q.  Did  you  give  him  an  opportunity  to  make  or  take  a  copy  of  it  ? 

Mr,  Beach— "Novf^  I  submit  to  your  Honor  that  the  witness  has  stated  upon 
the  previous  examination  that  he  might  have  handed  that  letter  to  Mr.  Tilton, 
and  that,  undoubtedly,  if  Tilton  applied  to  him  for  it,  he  did  so. 

Mr,  Tracy, — ^Now,  that  is  reasoning;  we  want  to  get  facts. 

Mr,  FuU^rton, — There  we  have  the  advantage  of  you. 
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Jui>OB  Nbilson. — I  think  the  witness  has  answered  fully. 

Mr,  EvarU, — ^Well,  if  yoar  Honor  please,  we  regard  this  testimony  as  im- 
portant, as  sabsequent  testimony  will  show,  and  we  do  not  want  to  be  re- 
tarded in  our  cross-examination  by  the  objections  of  our  learned  friends  if  cor 
questions  are  proper. 

Judge  Nbelbon. — Do  you  think  it  proper  to  repeat  a  question  again  and 
again. 

Mr,  Evarts. — No,  sir.  We  do  think  it  proper,  and  fair  to  the  witness 
also,  to  have  his  answers  explicit,  he  understanding  what  the  question  is. 
Now,  he  says  he  don't  know  how  Mr.  Tilton  got  the  copy.  That  is  answered; 
we  do  not  repeat  that  question.  We  ask  him  now,  did  you  ever  give,  in  fact, 
Mr.  Tilton  an  opportunity  to  take  or  make  a  copy  of  that  paper  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Hasn't  he  answered  that  ? 

Mr,  EvarU. — Let  him  answer  ii  if  he  can. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  what  is  the  answer  to  that  question  ?  A.  I  donH 
recollect,  sir,  that  I  ever  gave  him  an  opportunity. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  so  I  understood  before. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Moulton,  you  were  educated  at  the  New  York  Academy, 
now  called  the  New  York  College,  were  you  not  ?    A,  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Since  you  have  been  in  the  firm,  you  have  carried  on  very  much  of  the 
correspondence  of  your  firm,  have  you  not  ?    A.  Not  very  much  of  it. 

Q.  Whose  department  is  that  ?    A.  Mr.  Woodruff's  and  Mr.  Maclay's. 

Q.  You  write  well,  or  compose  well,  do  you  not  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Well,  I  don't  suppose  that  that  is 

The  Witness, — ^I  don't  think  I  do,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  has  made  the  same  answer  I  would  make. 

The  Witness. — I  don't  think  I  do;  thank  your  Honor. 

Q.  Well,  you  carry  on  a  large  correspondence,  do  you  not  ?    A.  No,  air. 

Q.  You  write  many  letters  every  week,  do  you  not  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  not  carry  on  a  correspondence  with  literary  people  ?  A.  No, 
sir. 

Q.  Have  you  never  ?    A,  Yes — slightly. 

Q.  You  understand  the  rules  of  composition  and  punctuation ;  do  yoa 
not? 

Mr.  Fullerton, — I  object  to  this — ^just  one  moment. 

The  Witness  [Answering]. — Not  very  well. 

Mr.  FvXl^rton. — ^It  is  trifling  with  the  time  of  the  court. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^Itmay  be. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — It  not  only  may  be,  but  it  ia 

Mr.  Tracy, — ^Well,  that  is  for  the  court. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  has  answered  that  question. 

Q.  Do  you  understand,  after  a  period,  how  you  should  commence  the 
next  sentence — whether  with  a  capital  or  a  small  letter  ?    A.  Yes,  I  do. 

Judge  Neilson  [Noticing  laughter  in  the  audience]. — ^Will  the  audience 
keep  quiet,  please? 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Well,  if  the  counsel  are  asking  these  questions  for  theii 
own  information,  I  won't  object.     It  seems  to  me  to  be  trifling. 
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Judge  Neilson. — "Will  the  audience  please  be  quiet.  [To  Mr.  Evarta, 
who  was  rising.]  If  you  say  a  word,  it  will  be  something  that  will  excite 
commotion  among  the  audience.     Proceed,  Mr.  Tracy. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Moultoti,  I  understand  you  to  say  that  Mr.  Beecher  dictated 
this  letter  sentence  by  sentence  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  wrote  it  down,  sentence  by  sentence,  as  he  dictated  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  he  dictated  it  deliberately  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  wrote  it  delil>erately  ?    A.  Wrote  it  as  he  dictated  it. 

Q.  Did  you  write  all  that  Mr.  Beecher  said  ?    A.  Every  word. 

Q.  And  you  say  that  this  letter  was  not  written  hastily  and  as  rapidly  as 
you  could  write  it  ?    A.  It  was  written  as  rapidly  as  I  could  write  it. 

Q.  Was  it  written  hastily  ?  A.  Written  rapidly ;  I  don^t  know  what  you 
mean  by  hantily. 

Q.  Written  rapidly ;  very  well.  Was  it  written  by  you  in  an  effort  to 
catch  the  sentences  as  Mr.  Beecher  was  speaking  them  ?  A.  As  he  uttered 
them  for  me  to  write  down — as  fast  as  it  was  necessary  to  write  for  that  pur- 
pose I  wrote. 

Q.  And  you  wrote  after  a  man  who  was  dictating,  rather  than  after  a 
man  who  was  talking,  and  whose  sentences  you  were  seeking  to  catch  as  he 
talked  ?    A.  Yes,  sir ;  a  man  dictating. 

Q.  [Handing  paper  to  witness.]  Is  that  your  usual  handwriting  ?  A.  It 
is  a  little  more  distinct  than  usual.  I  usually  ^Tite  with  a  steel  pen.  This 
looks  as  though  it  was  written  with  a  quill. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  you  wrote  with  a  steel  pen,  a  gold  pen,  or  a 
quill  ?     A.  I  can  not  recollect.    Ttiis  looks  as  though  I  wrote  with  a  quill  pen. 

Q.  As  matter  of  recollection,  do  you  i-ecollect  what  sort  of  a  pen  you 
wrote  with  ?    A.  I  can  not  recollect  whether  it  was  a  quill  pen  or  a  steel  pen. 

Q.  Was  it  one  or  the  other  ?    A.  My  impression  is  that  it  was  a  quill  pen. 

Mr,  Evnrts. — You  mean  steel  or  gold  pen  f 

Mr,  FulUrton, — No,  he  means  quill  pen. 

Mr,  Etarts, — You  mean  quill,  or  steel  or  gold  f 

Mr,  FulUrton, — He  says  it  is  his  impression  he  wrote  it  with  a  quill  pen. 

Mr.  Tracy, — ^I  desire  now  to  read  this  letter  with  the  punctuation  and  the 
writing.     I  want  it  read  as  it  is  written. 

Mr,  Shearman. — I  will  read  this  exactly  as  it  is  written  here. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — Of  course  you  will. 

Mr,  Shearman, — It  never  has  been  read  as  it  is  written. 

Mr,  FulUrton, — I  beg  your  pardon,  sir,  it  has  been. 
'  Mr.  Evarts, — No,  sir,  not  read  with  the  pcmctuation.     He  didn't  read  the 
punctuation. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — ^You  don't  read  punctuation,  you  observe  it. 

Mr,  Shearman  here  read  Exhibit  No.  2  [which  will  be  found  on  p.  846, 
ante]. 

The  Witness, — ^That  is  correct. 

Mr,  Shearman, — I  have  read  this  as  it  was  written.  The  word  **  I  can't''  [in 
the  phrase  **  I  can  ask  nothing  "j  is  corrected  by  striking  out  the  *'  t.'*    After 
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the  words  **I  will  not  plead,"  there  are  subsequently  inserted  the  words  **for 
myself,"  but  the  color  or  the  ink  is  different  where  the  **t  "  is  crossed  and 
where  the  words  '*  for  myself"  are  inserted. 

Mr.  Beach. — Now  the  question  rises  whether  the  gentleman  has  read  it 
according  to  the  punctuation. 

Mr.  Etarts.- -ThfiX  will  be  for  the  jurj*. 

Mr.  Fiillerton. — The  gentleman  promised  to  read  it  as  it  was,  and  when  be 
got  through  he  confessed  ho  read  it  as  it  was  not. 

Judge  NEn.soN. — I  thought  he  read  it  very  welL 

Mr.  Fullti'tou. — Oh  I  he  read  it  verv  well, 

Mr.  EvarU. — lie  read  it  according  to  the  original  edition,  bat  not  acccnd- 
ing  to  the  revised  edition. 

Mr.  Tracy. — You  say  Mr.  Beecher  dictated  all  that  first  sentence  as  a  sin- 
gle sentence,  do  you  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton. — He  didn't  say  that. 

The  Witness. — I  said  he  dictated  every  word  of  it. 

Mr,  Tracy, — I  ask  you  whether  Mr.  Beecher  on  that  occasion  dictatea 
everything,  down  to  the  first  period  marked  in  that  letter,  as  a  single  sentence  t 

Mr.  Morris. — There  is  one  point,  if  your  Honor  please,  I  desire  to  say  a 
word  in  reference  to.  The  counsel  attempted  to  give  a  false  impression  with 
reference  to  this  letter,  and  spok^;  about  the  different  colored  ink.  Now,  the 
whole  letter  makes  it  manifest  that  the  pen  did  not  deliver  the  ink  freely,  and 
a  part  of  many  of  the  words,  sometimes  the  middle  of  a  word,  will  be  pale. 
For  instance,  the  beginning  of  that  word  is  one  color,  and  the  two  letters 
44g  i>  it  |j  n  jii-e  pale  and  the  **  t"  is  black,  showing  the  pen  did  not  deliver  the 
ink  regularly  and  uniformly. 

Mr,  Evarts. — If  your  Honor  please,  we  object  to  all  this.  It  is  quite  com- 
petent for  our  learned  friends  to  comment  on  this  manuscript.  It  does  not 
falsify  our  comments  that  they  can  make  others. 

Mr,  Beach. — It  does  answer  their  comments  when  they  are  incorrect. 

Mr.  Evarts, — We  call  the  witness'  attention  to  it,  and  it  is  the  honest  way, 
before  he  leaves  the  stand,  and  we  intend  to  do  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — Some  impressions  are  created  on  your  part  in  reference 
to  the  letter  or  the  ink  of  the  letter  in  this  writing,  which,  perhaps  justifies 
the  counsel  on  the  other  side  making  a  remark  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  Tracy, — I  ask  you  whether  Mr.  Beecher  on  that  occasion  dictated 
everything  down  to  the  first  period  marked  in  that  letter  as  a  single  sentence. 

Ifr,  Beach, — Tlie  witness  has  said  no  such  thing. 

Mr,  Tracy, — ^I  know  that,  and  that  is  the  reason  I  ask  him. 

[The  stenographer  was  here  directed  by  the  court  to  read  the  laat  question 
to  the  witness,  which  he  did.] 

Mr,  Beach, — I  was  mistaken. 

Mr,  Tracy. — ^I  am  glad  you  acknowledge  for  once  you  are  mistaken* 

Mr.  Beach. — You  will  find  me  always  ready  to  acknowledge  my  mistakes. 
They  are  very  frequent  and  common. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — You  are  consuming  a  great  deal  of  time.  We  want  yon  to 
go  on  with  the  case. 
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The  WitneM. — What  is  the  close  of  the  sentence  ? 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Beecher  dictate  the  letter  down  to  the  word  '*  been,"  in  the 
Uinguage  I  have  read  as  a  single  sentence  ?  A.  He  dictated  every  word.  If 
your  Honor  will  allow  me  to  explain 

Mr,  Tnwy, — Answer  my  question  first. 

Th€  Wittier, — I  can  not  answer  it  yes  or  no  without  an  explanation.  I 
wftnt  to  explain  that  answer,  if  your  Honor  will  allow  me. 

Mr.  Tracy. — No;  if  you  can  not  answer  that  question,  that  is  alL 

The  Witness,  —Very  well.    . 

Q.  Can  you  remember  what  the  first  sentence  was  that  Mr.  Beecher  dic- 
tated in  that  letter  ?    A.  Every  word  of  the  letter  he  dictated. 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  you  that.  I  ask  you  what  the  first  sentence  was  that  he 
dictated  ?  A.  I  wrote  the  words  just  as  they  came  from  his  lips,  and  I  can 
not  tell  you  the  first  sentence  that  he  dictated. 

Judge  Neilbon. — Did  he  dictate  it  in  the  order  in  which  it  is  there  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir;  that  is  what  1  wanted  to  explain. 

Mr.  Tracy. — You  can  not  tell  the  first  sentence  that  he  dictated;  do  you 
say  tliat  ?  A.  The  words  in  the  first  sentence  of  this  letter,  he  dictated  every 
word  of  it. 

Q.  You  have  said  that  he  dictated  it  sentence  by  sentence,  and  that  you 
wrote  it  sentence  by  sentence  as  he  dictated  it.  Now,  I  ask  you  if  you  can 
tell  us  what  the  first  sentence  was  that  he  dictated  as  a  sentence,  and  that  you 
wrote  as  a  sentence?  A.  1  can  tell  you  what  I  understand  about  it;  my 
understanding  is,  the  first  sentence  he  dictated  was,  ^'I  ask  through  you 
Theodore  Tilton's  forgiveness,  and  I  humble  myself  before  him  as  I  do  before 
my  God ;  he  would  have  been  a  better  man  in  my  circumstances  than  I  have 
been.''    That  is  my  recollection  of  the  first  sentence  he  dictated. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — It  is  proper  here  that  I  should  call  attention  to  one 
fact. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  submit  it  is  not. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — I  ask  the  permission  of  the  court  to  do  it. 

Mr,  Evarta. — I  object. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  understand  you  object,  but  notwithstanding  that  objec- 
tion I  call  the  attention  of  the  court  to  one  thing  in  connection  with  the 
writing  of  this  paper  just  at  that  point. 

Mr.  Evarts.-  -I  object  to  it,  and  don't  go  on  until  his  Honor  rules  on  my 
objection. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — I  shall  go  on. 

Mr.  Evarts.  — 1  object  to  his  calling  any  attention  to  any  fact  while  we  are 
cross-examining  dthis  witness  on  this  paper.  Let  him  call  attention  to  it  after- 
wards. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — ^I  think  it  ought  to  be  stated  now,  because  it  is  a  mis- 
reading of  the  letter. 

Judge  Neilsok. — That  you  can  correct  on  the  re-direct. 

Mr,  Emrts. — ^We  have  a  right  to  cross-examine  this  witness. 

Judge  Neilbon. — I  don't  need  to  be  told  that.  The  learned  counsel  on 
both  sides  are  so  anxious  to  argue  that,  though  I  quite  understand  it.     [To 


606  TESTIMONY    OF    J?.    D.    MOULTON.  [IStliDty. 

Mr.  FuUerton.]    I  think  you  had  better  reserve  it  for  your  re-direct;  it  may 
be  a  serious  matter. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — I  will  reserve  it,  and  it  wiU  be  a  serious  matter. 

Mr,  Trav.y. — We  are  as  serious  as  a  pickle  here. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — Yes,  and  you  grow  more  and  more  so. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Yes,  sir;  my  nature  is  very  serious. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  only  objection  now  to  what  Mr.  FuUerton  tboaght 
himself  called  upon  to  say  is  that  some  suggestion  on  his  part  might  put  the 
witness  on  his  guard. 

Mr,  Fidlertb'n. — Nothing  of  that  kind  was  in  my  mind. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  might  be  in  your  mind. 

Mr,  Beach. — We  can  not  know  that  until  we  hear  the  suggestion.  It  may 
be  entirely  proper,  but  you  won*t  hear  it.  There  is  no  reason  it  shoald  be 
given  if  the  other  side  object. 

Mr,  Tracy, — I  don't  think  there  is  any  delay  on  account  of  my  patting 
questions. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  know. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Will  you  tell  us  the  next  sentence  that  Mr.  Beecber  dictated 
as  such — that  you  wrote  as  such  in  that  letter  ?  A.  I  can  tell  you  the  next 
sentence  that  I  wrote  as  such. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  the  next  sentence  that  he  dictated  as  such  and  that  you 
wrote  as  such  ?  A.  I  can  give  you  every  word  he  dictated  in  the  sense  that 
I  understand  it. 

Mr,  Tracy. — That  will  be  satisfactory. 

The  Witness, — **I  can  ask  nothing  except  that  he  will  remember  aU  the 
other  hearts  that  would  ache.  I  will  not  plead  for  myself.  I  even  wish  that 
I  were  dead,  but  others  must  live  and  suffer." 

Q.  What  was  the  next  sentence  ?  A.  **  I  will  die  before  any  one  bat  my- 
self shall  be  inculpated,"  is  the  next  sentence. 

Q.  What  next  ?    A.   * '  All  my  thoughts  are  turning  toward  my  friends." 

Q.  Turning  ?    A.  Running. 

Q.  Which  is  it  ?    A.  I  think  it  is  running. 

Q.  Have  you  any  doubt  about  that  ?     A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  think  I  have. 

Q.  Go  on.  A.  **  Running  toward  my  friends,  toward  the  poor  child  lying 
there  praying  with  her  folded  hands;  she  is  guiltless." 

Q.  Is  there  a  full  stop  after  the  word  *^  hands  "  ?  A.  No,  sir;  a  semi-colon. 
*^She  is  guiltless,  sinned  against,  bearing  the  transgression  of  another;" 
that  is  the  sentence — the  next  sentence  that  Mr.  Beecher  dictated  to  me, 
as  I  recollect  it. 

Q.  Is  there  a  period  after  the  word  *^ guiltless,"  or  not?  A.  No,  air;  a 
comma. 

Q.  What  is  the  next  ?  A.  '*  Her  forgiveness  I  have.  I  humbly  pray  to 
God  that  he  may  put  it  into  the  heart  of  her  husband  to  forgive  me."  That 
is  the  next  sentence  which  I  recollect  that  Mr.  Beecher  dictated. 

Q.  How  long  were  you  writ.ng  that  paper  ?     A.  Not  very  long. 

Q.  About  how  long  should  you  say?  A.  Long  enough  to  write  it;  I 
don't  know.     It  was  dictated  right  straight  alon^. 
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Q.  Do  you  write  rapidly,  or  otherwise?  A.  Oh  I  fairly,  sir;  not  very 
rapidly,  nor  very  slow. 

Q.  Now,  do  you  not  write  with  a  good  deal  of  difficulty,  mechanically, 
Mr.  Moulton  ?    A.  I  don^t  think  I  write  with  a  great  deal  of  difficulty. 

Q.  When  you  are  with  either  Mr.  Beecher  or  Mr.  Til  ton,  are  you  in  the 
habit  of  haviniic  them  dictate  to  you  and  you  write,  or  is  it  your  habit  to  have 
them  write  and  submit  to  your  criticism  ?  A.  I  can  not  say  that  there  is  a 
habit  either  way. 

Q.  Of  the  numerous  letters  and  correspondence  that  have  passed  between 
you  and  Mr.  Beecher,  that  have  I)cen  written  by  Mr.  Beecher,  can  you  name 
a  single  instance  where  he  dictated  any  other  paper  than  this,  and  you  wrote 
it  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  any  such  instance. 

Q.  Any  such  instance  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  During  the  four  years  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  any  such  instance. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Moulton,  is  that  in  your  ordinary  handwriting,  in  respect  to 
the  size  of  the  letter,  and  the  matter  on  a  page — the  sniallness  of  the  matter 
on  a  page  ?    A.  Is  that  in  my  ordinary  handwriting  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  No,  sir,  I  don't  ordinarily  write  with  a  quill  pen 

Q.  Is  it  your  ordinary  style  to  spread  so  little  matter  over  so  great  a  space  ? 
A.  Well,  to  spread  a  very  little  matter  over  a  very  great  space  ? 

Q.  Is  it  your  ordinary  style  to  spread  so  little  matter  over  so  great  a  space  as 
yon  have  here  ?  A.  I  don't  know  that  I  can  answer  that  without  an  explana- 
tion. I  write  a  very  irregular  hand,  if  your  Honor  will  allow  me  to  say  so; 
I  write  sometimes  one  way,  and  sometimes  another. 

Q.  You  mean  to  s§y  you  can  not  answer  the  question  whether  you  ordi- 
narily spread  as  little  matter  over  so  great  a  space  or  not  ?  A.  I  think  I  have 
often  done  it,  sir. 

Mr,  Beaeh, — I  think  the  counsel  has  given  us  an  example  of  spreading 
very  little  matter  on  a  very  great  space. 

Q.  When  did  you  next  see  Mr.  Beecher  after  you  left  on  the  Ist  of  Janu- 
ary ?    A.  On  the  2d,  I  think. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.  At  his  house. 

Q.  What  room  in  his  house  ?  A.  I  think  I  met  him,  sir,  in  the  parlor,  or 
back  parlor,  and  went  up  stairs  with  him  from  the  parlor. 

Q.  Into  what  room  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  what  room. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  your  interview  was  in  the  study  or  not  f  A. 
I  don't  remember  distinctly  whether  it  was  in  the  study  or  not. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  who  let  you  into  that  room  on  that  occasion  ?  A. 
On  January  2d  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir?  A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  remember  now.  January  2d,  I 
mean. 

Q.  What  time  of  day  did  you  go  there  f  A.  I  think  in  the  afternoon, 
somewhere  about  five  or  six  o'clock. 

Q.  Five  or  six  o'clock  f    A.  Somewhere  about  that ;  between  four  and 

o'clock. 

Q.  How  long  did  you  remain  ?    A.  Not  very  long. 

Q.  About  how  long?  A.  I  don't  recollect.  I  think  perhaps  an  honri 
I.— »» 
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perhaps  half  ao  hour  or  an  hour;  it  may  be  two  hoars.    I  can  not  remember 
it,  it  is  so  far  back. 

Q.  Was  your  interview  with  him  on  that  occasion  alone?  A.  Tea, 
sir. 

Q.  Was  it  on  that  day  that  he  showed  you  the  draft  of  this  letter  that  he 
had  prepared  to  send  to  Mr.  Bo  wen  ?  A.  Either  that  day,  or  a  day  or  two 
after;  I  think  it  was  on  that  day. 

Q.  Did  he  read  it  to  you  on  that  day  ?    A.  Either  that  day  or  the  day  after. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  on  his  reading  that  letter  to  you?  A.  I  don't 
recollect  precisely  what  I  did  say ;  substuntially  that  it  was  just. 

Q.  It  was  just  and  truthful,  as  far  as  you  understood  it  ?  A.  Tes,  sir 
very  likely  that. 

Q.  And  did  you  understand  yourself  to  be  the  party  of  w^hom  he  spoke 
when  he  said,  ^'  On  the  assurances  of  one,*'  so  and  so,  '^I  am  satisfied  that 
my  statem*»nt  did  him  justice  ?"    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q    Yo^  were  the  party  ?    A.  I  think  so;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  so  understood  yourself  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  On  whose  assurances  he  wrote  that  letter  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  I  understood  you  to  say,  on  your  direct  examination,  that  on 
January  2d  it  was  that  you  told  Air.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Tilton  was  writing  a 
letter  to  Mr.  Bowen  ?  A.  I  think  it  was  on  that  day — yes,  sir.  Mr.  Tilton 
was  writing  a  letter  on  January  Ist,  and  I  think  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  on  that 
day. 

Q.  Is  it  your  recollection  you  told  him  on  that  day  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  On  January  2nd  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  understand  you  to  say,  then,  that  you  had  four  different  interviews 
with  Mr.  Beecher  on  four  successive  days — Dec.  80th,  Dec.  31st,  Jan.  1st, 
and  Jan.  2nd— at  the  house  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  Dec.  30th,  Dec.  31st,  Jan. 
Ist,  and  Jan.  2nd — yes,  sir. 

Q.  On  four  successive  days,  then,  you  distinctly  recollect  the  fact  of  hav- 
ing I  hose  interviews  with  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fullertoii, — That  is  repeating  it  right  over  for  the  third  time. 

Q.  Now,  it  was  at  that  interview  of  January  2nd  that  you  spoke  to  him 
about  Mr.  Tilton  preparing  a  letter.  What  did  you  say  to  him  about  it  ?  A. 
I  said  Mr.  Tilton  was  preparing  a  letter  for  Mr.  Bowen,  in  which  he  was 
going  to  state  substantially  what  Mr.  Bowea  had  said  to  him  (Tilton)  con- 
cerning Mr.  Beecher,  and  that  I  should  strive  to  keep  out  of  it  all  allusion  to 
Mr.  Beecher  and  to  Mr.  Tilton  and  his  wife — have  the  letter  simply  express 
what  Mr.  Bowen  had  said  to  him  (Tilton)  concerning  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Well  ?  A.  And  that  after  Mr.  Tilton  had  written  it,  I  undertook  to 
get  possession  of  it,  and  hold  it. 

Q.  For  what  purpose  would  you  hold  it  ?  A.  For  what  purpose  ?  For 
the  purpose  of  negotiating  with  Mr.  Bowen,  among  others,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  saving  the  families  of  all  interested — saving  all  exposure  of  facts.  I 
didn't  approve  of  that  letter. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  didn't  ask  you  that. 

The  Witness, — Pardon  me,  sir. 
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Mr,  Bha/rtB. — Strike  that  out. 

Q.  Did  you  repeat  that  to  Mr.  Beecher;  the  substance  of  the  stories  that 
Mr.  Bowcn  had  told  Mr.  Tilton  concerning  him,  and  which  Mr.  Tilton  was 
to  write  Mr.  Bowen  about  ?    A.  Did  I  tell  him  that  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir;  on  that  day  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  think  I  told  him  the  sub- 
stance. 

Q.  Didn't  he  ask  you  what  they  were  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  think  he  did. 

Q.  He  didn't  ask  at  all  ?     A.  I  don't  recollect  either,  to  my  recollection. 

Q.  You  simply  told  him  Mr.  Tilton  was  writing  a  letter  in  which  he  was 
going  to  state  what  slanders  or  stories  Mr.  Bowen  had  told  about  Mr. 
Beecher,  and  Mr.  Beecher  did  not  ask  you  if  you  knew  what  they  were  ? 
A.  I  don't  remember  that  he  did ;  a  general  charge 

Q.  Well,  what  was  it  ?  A.  Nothing  but  the  charge  of  adultery.  I  have 
said  that  before. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  about  that  then  ?  A.  Not  the  specific  charge  of  adullery; 
it  was  only  charges  of  adultery. 

Q.  Did  you  say  to  Mr.  Beecher  on  that  occasion  it  was  in  regard  to  Mr. 
Bowen's  charges  of  adultery  against  him  ?    A.  I  think  I  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  were  going  to  get  possession  of  that  letter  if  you  could,  and 
use  it  in  negotiating  with  Mr.  Bowen  ? 

Mr.  Fuller  ton. — He  did  not  state  that. 

Mr.  EvarU, — He  did. 

JuDOB  Nbilson. — Ask  him  if  he  was.     Your  question  assumes  he  was. 

Mr.  Bench, — The  question  states  but  part  of  the  purpose  which  the  wit- 
ness stated. 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  object  will  be  accomplished.  [To  the  witness.]  Did  you 
tell  Mr.  Beecher  that  you  would  get  possession  of  that  letter,  if  you  could,  in 
order  to  use  it  in  negotiating  with  Mr.  Bowen  ?  A.  I  told  him  I  would  get 
possession  of  that  letter  if  I  could. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  the  purpose  for  which  you  would  get  possession  of 
it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  did. 

Q.  What  was  it  ?  A.  For  the  purpose  of  letting  Mr.  Bowen  know 
exactly  what  he  had  done  to  Mr.  Tilton,  and  for  the  purpose  of  keeping 
peace  between  all  the  parties. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  you  would  use  it  for  the  purpose  of  negotiating  with 
Bowen  ?    A.  Substantially  that,  I  suppose. 

Q.  What  did  you  tell  Mr.  Beecher  was  the  object  of  having  this  letter 
written  ?    A.  Mr.  Tilton  wanted  to  publish  it. 

Q.  For  what  purpose  ?  A.  To  make  clear  to  the  public  the  reasons  for  the 
severance  of  his  relations  with  Mr.  Bowen. 

Q.  And  you  told  that  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  believe  I  did. 

Q.  And  that  you  should  prevent  the  publication  of  that  letter  ?  A.  I 
told  him  I  would  try  to  do  it. 

Q.  How  did  you  know  that  Mr.  Tilton  was  going  to  publish  it  ?  A.  How 
did  I  know  f 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  He  stated  to  me  that  he  thought  he  should. 

Q.  Before  it  was  written,  he  stated  that  ?    A.  Sir  ? 
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Q.  Before  it  was  written,  be  stated  that  ?  A.  When  he  first  commenced 
to  write  it,  the  evening  of  Jan.  1st. 

Q    Where  did  he  begin  to  write  it  ?    A.  At  my  hoose.  I  believe. 

Q.  At  your  house  ?    A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Did  he  finish  it  on  that  evening  ?    A.  On  the  evening  of  January  Ist  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  I  don*t  think  he  did  finish  it  all. 

Q.  How  far  did  it  procet^d  ?    A.  I  do  not  recollect. 

Q.  Do  you  know  that  he  did  not  write  the  whole  of  it  on  that  night  ?  A. 
A  rough  draft  of  it  was  finished  at  my  house  that  night 

Q.  The  draft  of  it  was  finished  at  your  house  on  that  night  ?    A.  I  think 

80. 

Q.  January  Ist  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  was  after  you  bad  brought  the  paper  that  you  had  got  from  Mr. 
Beccher  on  that  day,  to  Mr.  Tilton,  and  showed  it  to  him  ?  A.  He  was  writ- 
ing when  I  got  there. 

Q.  And  he  finished  it  that  same  evening  ?  A.  I  think  he  did — ^the  rough 
draft  of  it. 

Q.  And  Was  going  to  publish  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  he  thought  of  publishing  it. 

Q.  He  so  expressed  himself?    A.  I  recollect  that  subject. 

Q.  How  did  you  come  to  meet  Mr.  Beecher  on  the  2nd  of  January  ?  A. 
By  his  invitation. 

Q.  Given  on  the  Ist  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Beecher  at  home  on  the  2nd,  when  you  called  ?    A.  I  think 
he  was ;  yes ;  sir. 
Q.  Now,  in  your  statement  to  General  Butler — 

The  Witneu.—W\Ac\i  one  ? 

Mr,  Tracy, — Well,  either.  Did  you  say  to  him  that  Mr.  Beecher  asked 
him  if  he  thought  it  would  be  safe  for  the  sale  of  the  Plymouth  pews  to  go  on  ? 
A.  I  think  1  did. 

Q.  And  that  was  asked  at  the  head  of  the  stairs  on  January  2d  ?  A.  I 
think  I  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  you  told  him:  **I  told  him  I  thought  it  would  be  perfectly 
safe  to  have  the  sale  of  Plymouth  pews  go  on.  I  felt  perfectly  sure  Mr.  Tilton 
would  do  nothing  against  him  or  his  family  ?  **     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  told  that  to  General  Butler  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  also  tell  this  to  General  Butler:  '^He  said  that  Elizabeth 
Tilton  had  sent  for  him  to  come  to  her  house,  and  told  him  she  believed  her 
relations  were  wrong.  And  he  told  me  he  said  to  her:  *  If  you  believe  these 
relations  wrong,  then  they  should  be  terminated.'  And  he  told  me  that  he 
prayed  with  her— prayed  to  God  with  her  for  help  to  discontinue  their  sexual 
relations.'^    A.  I  think  I  told  him  that. 

Q.  You  told  General  Butler  that  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  As  a  part  of  this  same  interview  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — What  same  interview  ? 

Mr,  Tracy. — The  interview  I  have  been  speaking  of.  [To  the  witness.]  At 
what  interview  did  you  tell  General  Butler  that  ?  A.  I  think  that  was  the 
interview  of  January  Ist. 
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Q.  At  what  interview  with  General  Butler  did  you  communicate  that  fact 
to  him  ?    A.  My  recollection  is,  it  was  at  Bay  View. 

Q.  At  Bay  View  ?    A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Did  General  Butler  advise  you  to  expunge  that  from  your  statement  ? 

Jfr.  Beach. — Tliat  I  object  to. 

Q.  Did  I  understand  you  to  say  you  thought  this  interview  between  your- 
self and  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  prayer  was  on  Jan.  1st  ?  A.  I  had  that  im- 
pression wlien  I  spoke. 

Q.  When  do  you  say,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was  ?  A.  I  should  think  it 
was  Jan.  1st. 

Q.  Jan.  1st  that  he  spoke  of  prayer  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  not  Jan.  2d  ?    A.  That  would  he  my  impression. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  on  Jan.  1st,  in  that  interview,  Mr.  Beecher 
told  you  he  had  prayed  to  God  for  help  to  discontinue  his  sexual  relations 
with  Mrs.  Tilton?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Using  the  word  '* sexual"  in  that  connection  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  say  that  he  had  used  that  word  in  his  prayer  ?  A.  Did  he  say 
that  he  had  Ui:ed  that  word  in  his  prayer  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.  A.  He  said  that  he  had  prayed  to  God  for  help  to  discon- 
tinue4heir  sexual  relations.  That  was  substantially  what  he  said  to  me,  as  I 
remember  it. 

Q.  Did  he  use  the  word  *^  sexual"  in  that  connection  ?  A.  He  used  the 
word  "  sexual  ; "  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  say  that  that  was  a  part  of  his  prayer,  that  he  wanted  help  to 
discontinue  his  sexual  relations  ?  A.  Will  you  allow  me  to  state  what  he  said  ? 

Q.  1  ask  you  if  he  said  that  was  part  of  his  prayer  ?  A.  He  said  he  prayed 
to  God  for  help  to  discontinue  their  sexual  relations.    That  is  what  he  told  me. 

Q.  The  words  **  sexual  relation  "  were  the  words  that  Mr.  Beecher  always 
used  to  characterize  the  relation  between  himself  and  Mrs.  Tilton,  were  they  I 
A.  I  don*t  recollect  that,  sir,  whether  it  was  always. 

Q.  Have  you  repeated  any  other  phrase,  or  any  other  word,  than  the  word 
**  sexual  ?"    A.  I  don*t  know  whether  I  have  or  not 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  that  is  a  word  that  Mr.  Beecher  is  in  the 
habit  of  using  to  characterize  the  sexual  act  out  of  wedlock  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — That  I  object  to. 

The  Witne/ts, — ^I  have  heard  him  use  a  worse  term. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  did  not  ask  you  that.  I  ask  you  this,  whether  the  word 
** sexual,"  to  characterize  that  act  out  of  wedlock,  is  not  an  unusual  word  to 
use  ? 

Mr.  FuU€rt(m.—TheLt  I  object  to. 

JuDOK  Neilson. — We  all  know  that  as  well  as  the  witness  does. 

Mr.  Beaefi. — Perhaps  not  as  familiarly  as  some  others. 

Judge  Neilson. — We  are  expected  to  kn«w  the  use  of  that  word  as  well 
as  the  witness. 

Mr  Tracy. — Now,  Mr.  Moulton,  did  you  at  any  time  come  into  possession 
of  papers  written  by  Bessie  Turner?  [To  plaintiflf's  counsel.]  Will  you, 
gentlemen,  produce  the  Bessie  Turner  documents  f 
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« 

Mr,  Morris. — ^I  dont  know  that  I  have  them  here;  but  I  say  to  the  counsel 
again,  as  I  have  repeatedly,  all  along,  that  if  they  will  give  us  a  list  of  what 
they  want,  we  will  endeavor  to  arrange  them. 

Mr.  Eoarts. — We  may  have  to  ask  the  witness  to  bring  those  papers,  and 
to  put  them  in  our  hands,  that  we  may  find  them,  or  in  the  hands  of  the  court. 

Judge  Neelbon. — ^You  can  call  for  them  from  time  to  time  as  you  wish 
them.     They  are  safe  enough  where  they  are. 

Mr.  Euaris. — They  are  safe,  but  we  don't  get  them. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  suggested,  the  day  before  yesterday,  that  a  list  shoola 
be  made  of  what  letters  you  wanted. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Tliere  is  not  any  such  multitude  of  them.  They  have  been 
all  through  the  mill,  and  stamped  and  numbere<1,  and  that  is  known  to  the 
public,  and  you  can  count  them  all.  Fifty  of  them  have  already  been  given 
in  evidence,  and  it  is  others  that  we  ask  for. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  must  have  them. 

Mr.  EvarU. — And  we  are  entitled  to  them. 

Judge  Neilsok. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Morris, — I  give  them  notice  now,  again,  that  I  am  not  going  to  spend 
time  unnecessarily  for  the  accommodation  of  counsel  on  the  other  side,  when 
I  have  made  so  reasonable  a  request  as  I  have  made.  They  may  €all  for 
papers  in  this  way,  and  I  will  take  my  time  to  find  them. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  have  that  distinct  notice,  now,  and  therefore  I  would 
like  to  have  the  papers  put  in  my  hands. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  is  well  enough  as  it  is.  I  suggested  the  day  before 
yesterday  that  a  list  should  be  made  of  those  you  wanted. 

Mr.  Evarts. — They  are  the  witness'  papers,  brought  in  under  my  subpoena. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  he  will  produce  them  when  wanted. 

Mr,  Morris. — And  we  have  a  good  many  papers  brought  in  under  subpoena 
that  they  have  no  right  to. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Let  the  witness  keep  his  own  papers. 

Judge  Neilson. — [To  Mr.  Evarts.]  As  you  want  a  paper  call  for  it,  and 
it  must  be  produced. 

Mr.  Morris. — ^I  will  look  over  my  package  to  find  the  paper. 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  you  can  do. 

Mr.  Morris. — That  I  propose  to  do  without  your  permission. 

Mr.  Fiillerton. — If  the  court  please,  if  the  counsel  on  the  other  side  will 
indicate  what  other  papers  they  will  probably  want  during  the  present  day, 
we  will  select  them  out  from  the  papers  in  our  possession. 

Mr,  Evarts, — If  my  friends  desire  to  assist  us,  if  they  will  separate  the 
papers  which  have  not  been  given  in  evidence,  and  that  have  been  brought 
here  under  subpoena,  from  those  that  have  been  given  in  evidence,  it  will  be 
easy  to  find  the  few  papers  we  want. 

Mr,  Morris, — I  understand  that  better  than  the  counsel.  There  is  a  large 
package  here,  and  we  will  have  to  go  over  them  all. 

Judge  Neilson. — Mr.  Morris,  do  the  best  you  can ;  we  shall  have  to  wait. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  will  have  to  pass  over  this  matter  and  refer  to  it  again. 
Q.  Now,  Mr.  Moulton,  was  there  anything  said  at  any  time  in  tlie  first  days 
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of  Jauuar}'  about  the  future  of  Mr.  Tilton  between  yourself  and  Mr.  Beecher  ? 
A.  About  the  future  of  Mr.  Tilton  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  it  talked,  and  in  pursuance  of  that  talk,  did  you  try  to  have  him 
reinstated  upon  The  Imleiiendent  and  Union  f    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  never  have  any  talk  with  Mr.  Bowen  on  that  subject  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  that  talk  with  Mr.  Bowen  on  the  subject  of  reinstating  Mr. 
Tilton  ?  A.  Well,  sir,  it  was  previous  to  the  15th  of  January;  jshall  I  tell 
you  wb.at  I  said  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — When  I  ask  it. 

The  Witness. — ^I  beg  pardon,  sir. 

Mr,  EvarU. — It  is  not  necessary  for  you  to  cross-examine  us. 

The  Witness, — I  beg  pardon,  sir ;  I  did  not  do  it  discourteously. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Previous  to  that,  in  conversation  with  Mr.  Bowen,  had  Mr. 
Beecher  sent  his  letter  retracting  the  stories  that  he  told  you  about  Mr.  Til- 
ton?    [Exhibit  No.  4J,  on  p.  350,  ante.] 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  object  to  that    It  is  not  fair  to  characterize  the  letter. 

Judge  Neilson. — Previous  to  that  time,  had  he  sent  the  letter? 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  letter  has  been  in  evidence. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — There  is  no  reason  why  you  should  characterize  it  in  that 
way. 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  objection  to  characterizing  it  is  in  introducing  the  evi- 
dence.    It  is  referred  to  as  a  letter. 

Judge  Neilson.  —Refer  to  it  as  a  letter,  or  by  a  mark  or  date. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^I  don^t  know  which  number.  [To  the  witness.]  It  is  a  let- 
ter which  you  say  you  saw  the  draft  of  on  the  second  of  January  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — It  is  the  letter  of  the  second  of  January.  It  is  the  only 
letter  of  that  kind  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Tracy.— It  is  the  letter  of  the  second  of  January.  Had  Mr.  Beecher 
sent  that  letter  to  Mr.  Bowen  before  your  conversation  with  Mr.  Bowen  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir;  he  told  me  he  had;  I  don*c  know  whether  he  did  or  not. 

Q.  Had  you  obtained,  previous  to  that  time,  also  a  letter  from  Mrs. 
Tilton,  denying  she  had  ever  desired  a  separation  from  her  husband  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  object  to  that. 

Mr.  Tracy.  —Then  I  call  for  that  letter  also. 

Q.  I  ask  if  you  obtained  a  letter  upon  that  subject  from  Mrs.  Tilton  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  object  to  that. 

Mr.  Tracy. — What  is  the  objection  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — That  you  can  not  ask  the  contents  of  a  letter  that  is  in 
evidence. 

JuDOB  Neilson. — It  savors  somewhat  of  that. 

Mr.  Tracy. —1  asked  if  he  had  got  a  letter  on  that  subject.  I  am  merely 
doing  it  to  determine  the  letter ;  I  am  not  asking  for  the  contents  of  the  letter. 

Mr.  Beach. — Well,  we  will  hand  you  the  letter. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — You  would  not  tell  us  five  minutes  ago  that  you  wanted 
that  letter. 
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Mr,  Tracy.— 1  didn't  want  it  then;  1  didn't  know  then  that  I  would  want 
that  letter.  It  is  only  to  fill  up  the  time,  until  one  o'clock,  that  I  want  it  I 
will  try  and  pass  on  for  a  moment  to  something  else. 

Mr.  Morris. — [Handing  Mr.  Tracy  two  letters.]  Here  are  the  Bessie  Tur- 
ner letters. 

Mr,  Tract/. — [Handing  letters  to  witness.]  Did  you  ever  see  these  two 
letters^  which  T  now  hand  to  you,  before  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  bring  them  here  under  a  subpoena?  A.  I  handed  them  to 
Judge  Morris  to  be  brought  here. 

Q.  When  did  they  first  come  into  your  possession  ?  A.  About  the  time 
of  their  dates.     What  are  their  dates,  General,  please  ? 

Q.  One  is  January  12th  and  the  other  January  10th,  1871.  You  have  had 
them  continuously  from  that  time  until  the  time  of  delivering  them  to  Judge 
Morris  ?  A.  Were  they  not  in  my  statement  T  I  think  they  were  in  my  first 
statement. 

Judge  Neilson. — [To  the  witness.]  You  think  you  have  had  them  ever 
since  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  have  had  them  ever  since. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Do  you  know  how  you  received  them  ?  A.  I  don't  remem- 
ber, sir,  exactly  how  I  received  them,  whether  by  a  messenger  or  by  maiL 

Q.  What  time  did  you  receive  them  ?    A.  About  that  time. 

Q.  About  this  time.  Where  was  Bessie  Turner  living  at  the  time  f  A.  I 
think  she  was  at  Mr.  Tilton's  house ;  I  won't  be  certain  about  that. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  with  the  papers  on  receiving  them  ?  A.  Put  them 
away. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  talk  with  Mr.  Tilton  about  them  ?    A.  About  the  letters! 

Q.  About  these  letters?    A.  No,  sir;  not  until  after  I  got  them. 

Q.  Until  after  you  got  them.  Did  Mr.  Tilton  bring  those  letters  to  yon  f 
A.  I  don't  remember  whether  he  did  or  not. 

Q.  You  remember  talking  to  him  about  them  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  after  I  got 
them. 

Q.  Did  you  show  them  to  him  ?  A.  I  guesi  I  read  them  to  him;  yes,  sir; 
or  he  read  them  himself. 

Q.  And  you  have  kept  them  ever  since  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  don't  know  whether  you  received  them  from  him,  or  in  some 
other  way?     A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  remember. 

Mr.  Tracy, — We  oflTer  them  in  evidence. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — We  object  to  them.  They  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
case. 

Mr.  Tracy,— Are  those  the  only  letters  that  you  received  from  Bearie 
Turner,  or  papers  signed  by  Bessie  Turner  ?  A.  They  are  all  that  I  recollect 
now;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  long  after  getting  these  papers  was  the  arrangement  made  about 
Bessie  Turner  going  away  ?    A.  I  think  it  was  made  before  I  got  them. 

Q.  Before  you  got  them  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Were  those  obtained  before  she  went  away  in  pursuance  of  the  arrange- 
ment ?  A.  In  pursuance  of  the  arrangement  ?  I  don't  remember  whether  it 
was  in  pursuance  of  that  arrangement  or  not. 
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'  Q.  Perhaps  yon  misunderstand  my  question.  Had  sbe  gone  a'way  in  pur- 
suance of  the  arrangement  before  you  received  the  letters,  or  did  she  go  away 
after  ?    A.  I  don't  know  whether  she  went  away  before  or  after. 

Q.  In  other  words,  you  don't  remember  when  she  went  away  ?  A.  NQ) 
sir;  I  don't  remember  when  she  went  away, 

Q.  Did  she  not  go  away  along  in  January,  about  the  loth  ?  A.  I  don't 
recollect,  sir,  when  she  went  away.  My  bill  will  show,  General,  when  she 
went  away.     The  bill  and  papers  I  have  got  will  show. 

Q.  Have  you  got  anything  which  will  show  you  when  she  left  ?  A.  I 
think  it  will  show  when  she  entered  the  seminary. 

Q.  Will  it  show  when  she  left  Brooklyn  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I  have  got 
anything  to  show  when  she  left  Brooklyn. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  it  was  about  February  7th?  A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  re- 
member that. 

Mr.  Tracy, — I  offer  the  letters  in  evidence. 

JuDQE  Nbilson. — State  why  you  think  they  are  admissible,  Mr.  Tracy. 
They  are  letters  by  a  third  person,  Bessie  Turner. 

Mr.  Traq/.—^We  think  tliey  are  admissible  for  this  reason.  This  witness 
has  already  testified  that  the  girl,  Bessie  Turner,  was  sent  away  because  she 
bad  got  information  concerning  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mrs.  Tilton,  and  that  Mr. 
Beecher  paid  her  board  for  that  reason,  because  of  that  information.  Now, 
we  propose  to  show  that  at  the  very  time,  or  before  she  went  away,  this  wit- 
ness was  in  possession  of  the  documents  which  show  the  reason  why  she 
went  away,  and  that  reason  was  because  she  reported  strange  stories  concern- 
ing Mr.  Tilton  and  herself. 

Judge  Nkilson. — In  other  words,  you  offer  a  statement  written  by  Bessie 
Turner,  going  to  the  question  of  why  she  went  away,  as  evidence.  I  don't 
think  it  is. 

Mr.  Evarts. — If  your  Honor  please,  this  is  the  point:  It  has  been  made 
a  subject  of  evidence  here,  as  bearing  upon  the  guilt  of  Mr.  Beecher,  that  he 
co-operated  with  this  witness  and  with  Mr.  Tilton  in  having  Bessie  Turner  sent 
away  from  here,  because  she  was  in  possession  of,  and  would  be  in  danger  of, 
stating  things  prejudicial  to  Mr.  Beecher  in  respect  of  his  relations  with  Mrs. 
Tilton.  Now  we  prove  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  she  was  sent  away,  as  has 
already  been  stated ;  and  that  tlie  only  preliminary  of  sealing  her  mouth  or 
correcting  any  prattle,  as  it  is  called,  that  she  had  been  or  might  be  induced 
to  indulge  in,  was  her  written  corrections,  not  of  stories  to  the  prejudice  of 
Mrs.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher,  or  either  of  them,  but  of  stories  to  the  pre- 
judice of  Mr.  Tilton  in  respect  to  herself. 

JuDOB  Neilson. — I  must  rule  them  out. 

Mr.  Etarts. — If  your  Honor  please,  we  desire  to  read  the  letters  in  order 
that  your"Honor*8  ruling  may  be  applied  to  the  actual  facts  of  this  case. 

Mr,  Bench. — We  object  to  their  reading  them. 

JxTDGE  Neilson. —Avowing  the  fact;  to  illustrate  it,  I  must  apply  the 
same  ruling  as  I  did  the  other  day.  He  may  incorporate  parts  of  the  letters  in 
an  offer  for  an  exception. 

Mr.  Beach, — We  follow  the  principle  of  our  learned  friends  in  objecting. 
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Mr.  EtarU,—!  offer  those  letters  with  a  view  to  exceptioDB. 

JXTDGB  NbILSON. — ^YCS. 

Mr,  Evarts, — [Reading]: 

•'  Jakuabt  12. 
•*  My  deak  Mrs.  Tilton, 

"The  story  that  Mr.  Tilton  once  lifted  me  from  my  hed  and  carried  me 
screaming  to  his  own,  and  attempted  to  violate  my  person  is  a  wicked  lie. 

**  Yours  truly, 

"  Bessie." 

That  was  the  document  that  was  taken  from  her  before  sending  her  away. 

I  offer  it  in  evidence. 

Judge  Netlson. — I  rule  it  out* 

Mr.  Beach, — ^We  withdraw  our  objection. 

Judge  Nbilson. — Mark  it. 

[Copy  of  letter  marked  "Exhibit  D,  10."] 

Mr,  Evarts, — [Reading]: 

"January  10, 1871,  Brooklyn. 
"  My  Dear  Mrs.  Tflton;  I  want  to  tell  you  something.  Your  mother.  Met. 
Morse,  has  repeatedly  attempted  to  hire  me,  by  offering  me  dressers  and  presents 
to  go  to  certain  persons  and  tell  them  starves  injurious  to  the  character  of  year 
husband.  I  have  been  persuaded  that  the  kind  attentions  shown  me  by  Mr. 
Tilton  for  years  were  dishonorable  demonstrations.  I  never  at  the  time  thought 
that  Mr.  Tilton's  caresses  were  for  such  a  purpose.  I  do  not  want  to  be  made  uw 
of  by  Mrs.  Morse  or  %py  one  else,  to  bring  trouble  on  my  two  best  friends,  yoa  * 
and  your  husband. 

"  Bye-bye, 

**  Bebbib  Tushkl* 
[Copy  letter  marked  "  Exhibit  D,  11."] 

Mr,  Beach. — We  withdraw  our  objection  to  that. 

AFTERNOON  SESSION. 

Francis  D.  Moulton  recalled,  and  cross-examination  resumed. 

Mr,  Tracy. — ^I  call  your  attention  to  the  writing  on  that  envelope  contain- 
ing exhibits.  [Handing  witness  an  envelope.]  Do  you  know  that  hand- 
writing ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  whose  handwriting  is  it  f    A.  I  think  it  is  Theodore  Tilton's. 

Mr,  Tracy. — ^I  desire  to  put  that  envelope  in  evidence. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

[Marked  *» Exhibit  D,  12."] 

Q.  Do  you  know  when  it  was  you  received  the  first  money  from  Mr. 
Beecher  ?    A.  The  first  money  that  I  received  f 

A.  Yes,  sir.  A.  I  think  it  is  in  the  statement  which  I  have  handed  to 
you,  sir  ?    I  think  that  was  the  first  money  that  I  received. 

Q.  Do  you  desire  the  account  ?  A.  Yes,  I  would  like  to  see  it^  pleaM 
[taking  the  account].    June  26. 

Q.  What  year?    A.  1871. 

Q.  What  amount  ?    A.  |155.85. 

*  Letters  written  daring  absence  from  home  are  admissible  in  evidence  •• 
explanatory  of  the  nature  of  the  departure  and  absence,  the  departure  and 
absence  bein^  regarded  ks  one  continuous  act.  Batoson  v.  Haigh  (2  Bing.99;  1 
Qrunl,  on  Ev,  108,  cited  in  32  Penn.  277). 
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Q.  Do  yon  know  how  yon  received  that  ?    A.  By  check. 

Q.  Is  the  check  presented  to  yon— the  check  by  which  that  was  paid  ? 
k.  How  is  that,  sir  ? 

Q.  Is  that  the  check  received  from  Idi,  Beecber  for  that  amount  ?  A. 
YeSy  sir;  I  think  that  is  the  check. 

Q.  How  did  you  receive  it  ?  A.  I  suppose  I  received  it  enclosed  in  an 
jDvelope. 

Q.  Do  you  know  anything  al)out  how  Mr.  Beecher  came  to  send  you  that 
iheck  ?    A.  How  he  came  to  send  it  to  me  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  Through  information  from  me,  I  presume,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  any  recollection  on  the  subject  ?  A.  I  recollect  that  I  in- 
armed him  of  the  bill  for  Bessie  Turner's  schooling,  sir,  and  I  got  that  check 
for  it. 

[Cljeck  marked  **  Exhibit  D,  13."]* 

Q.  Have  you  got  the  bill  ?    A.  I  think  I  have ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Let  us  have  it,  please. 

The  WUnesB. — I  think  you  have  those  papers.  Judge  Morris. 

Mr.  MorrU. — I  will  look  for  it. 

Q.  Was  that  the  first  bill  that  you  have  received  or  known  of,  for  Bessie 
rimer's  schooling  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

f    Q.  From  whom  was  that  bill  received  ?    A.  I  think  fr^  either  Mrs.  Til- 
bon  directly  or  the  Principal  of  the  school.     Mrs.  TUton,  I  think,  sent  it  to  me. 

Q.  Who  is  the  Principal  of  the  school  ?  A.  C.  C.  Beatty,  I  think,  is  the 
same.     The  bills  will  show,  sir,  that  are  there. 

Q.  You  don't  know  whether  you  wrote  Mr.  Beecher,  informing  him  of 
that  bill,  or  whether  you  saw  him  and  told  him  of  it  ?  A.  I  communicated 
Jie  fact  to  hira  in  some  way,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  get  the  next  check  ?  A.  The  next  check  seems  to  be 
N'orember  15,  sir. 

Q.  Of  what  year?    A.  1871. 

Q.  What  amount  is  that  ?    A.  November  14,  1871,  |150. 

Mr.  Beach.— ^h2it  was  the  date  of  the  first  ?  A.  The  date  of  the  first 
was  June  26,  1871,  |155.85. 

Mr.  Tracy. — On  that  day  you  received  |150  from  Mr.  Beecher  t    Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  you  received  it  ?    A.  By  check. 

Q.  Do  yon  know  how  you  communicated  the  fact  to  Mr.  Beecher  that 
that  amount  was  required  ?  A.  I  don't  remember,  sir,  how.  Mrs.  Tilton,  I 
think,  sent  me  word  that  she  wanted  it  for  Bessie  Turner. 

Q.  Is  that  the  check  that  you  received  from  Mr.  Beecher  for  that  amount  f 
[Handing  witness  a  check.]    A.  Yes,  sir. 

*  This  exhibit,  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  read,  is  as  follows  : 

No. .  Bkooklyn,  N.  Y.  June  28,  1871. 

Mechanics*  Bank,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y. 
"  Pay  to  the  order  of  Frank  Moulton 

"  One  hundred  and  fifty  five  85-100  dollars. 
1106.85.  H.  W.  BEBcnsB. 

Stamped  on  the  face — *'  For  Deposit." 
Endorsed—"  Frank  Moulton,"  ''F.  D.  Moulton,"  and  "Woodruff  &  Robinson." 
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[Check  marked  <*  Exhibit  D,  14."  ]♦ 

Q.  When  did  you  receive  the  next  money  from  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  Acooid- 
ing.to  this  account,  May  31. 

Q.  What  year?    A.  1872. 

Q.  For  what  amount  ?    A.  $294.76. 

Q.  Have  you  got  the  bill  of  that  ?  A.  I  have  got  the  bill  of  $219.76  for 
that,  and  $25  I  paid  to  Mrs.  Tilton  upon  her  request — I  think  the  note  ii 
among  my  papers — and  $50  I  paid  to  Mrs.  Tikon  at  her  request,  which  maka 
$294.76,  which  was  a  reimbursement  for  that  amount. 

Q.  A  reimbursement  o(  money  which  you  had  previously  paid  for  Mrs. 
Tilton  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  to  the  order  of  Rev.  A.  M^  Reid.  I  got  the  bills  from 
Mrs.  Tilton,  I  think. 

Q.  You  got  those  bills  from  Mrs.  Tilton.  [To  plaintiff's  counseL]  "Will 
you  give  them  to  us,  gentlemen  ? 

Mr,  Morris. — We  will  take  a  memorandum  of  them  and  find  them  as  soon 
as  we  can.     What  is  it  you  want  now  ? 

Mr,  Tracy, —A\\  the  bills;  the  bills  of  Airs.  Tilton,  and  the  bill  for  $219. 

Q.  Did  you  have  a  bill  also  for  the  $150  ?  A.  I  don't  think  there  is  any 
bill  for  the  $150.  I  don't  remember  that  there  is.  All  the  bills  I  have  got, 
Mr.  Tracy,  on  the  subject,  are  there. 

Q.  And  are  you  able  to  say  that  the  $150  in  November,  1871,  was  applied 

by  you  to  the  payment  of ,  for  Bessie  Turner  ?    A.  I  received  from  Mflb 

Tilton  a  request  for  $150  in  August,  and  paid  it. 

Q.  In  August  ?  A.  In  August,  I  paid  her  $150,  and  did  not  get  the  check 
to  reimburse  me  for  it  until  November. 

Q.  Then  you  mean  to  say  that  the  $150  in  November  was  to  reimburse  yoa 
for  $150  you  advanced  to  Mrs.  Tilton  in  August  ?  A.  That  I  gave  Mn. 
Tilton,  yes,  sir;  my  impression  is  that  there  is  a  bill  for  $150  there;  I  wont 
be  certain  about  it  though. 

Q.  And  have  you  any  note  or  memorandum  by  which  yoa  requested  the 
payment  of  that  $150  of  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  don't  know  how  you  communicated  that  request  to  him  ?    A.  No,    - 
I  do  not;  I  don't  recollect.  I 

Q.  Is  the  check  now  presented  to  you  the  check  by  which  you  receired    j 
payment  for  the  $294  [handing  witness  a  check]  ?    A.  I  believe  it  to  be;  yes, 
sir. 

Q.  What  is  the  date  of  that,  please  ?  A.  The  date  of  this  check  is  Hay 
29,  1872  ;  the  date  that  it  went  on  deposit  with  Woodruff  &  Robinson  wtf 
May  81. 

*  This  exhibit,  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  read,  is  aa  follows : 
**  No.  260  Brooklyn.  N.  Y.  Nov.  10  1871. 

"  Mechanics'  Bank,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y, 
"  Pay  to  the  order  of  Frank  Moulton,  \k 

**  One  hundred  and  fifty dollars. 

$150.00.  H.  W.  Bebchsb. 

iStamped  on  the  face  "  For  Deposit." 

Endorsed  "Frank  Moulton,"   "F.  D.  Moulton"  [canceled],  "Woodruff   J'| 
Robinson." 
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[Check  marked  **  Exhibit  D,  15."]* 

Q.  Do  you  know  when  you  receiTed  the  next  money  from  Mr.  Beecher  f 
A.  According  to  this  account,  sir,  February  18,  1873. 

Q.  How  much  was  that  ?     A.   $500. 

Q.  What  was  it  for  ?  A.  It  appears  here,  sir,  that  it  was  paid  March  the 
7th,  $245,  to  Mr.  Beatty,  and  April  5,  Mrs.  Tilton  the  balance  of  the 
$500— $255. 

Q.  Have  you  got  the  bills  of  those  ?  A.  I  have  got  the  bills  of  $345, 1 
think. 

Q.  No  bill  from  Mrs.  Tilton  ?    A.  For  the  $255  f    No. 

Q.  Or  any  note  requesting  payment  ?    A.  No,  I  don^t  think  I  haye. 

Q.  How  did  you  make  that  payment  to  Mrs.  Tilton  ?  A.  I  think  I  made 
it  to  her  directly. 

Q.  By  check  or  in  currency  ?    A.  I  think  in  currency. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  ?  A.  It  does  not  state  here,  so  that  I  don't  recollect, 
sir. 

Q.  Haye  you  any  recollection — as  a  matter  of  recollection,  haye  you  any 
recollection  on  the  subject  ?  A.  My  recollection  is  that  I  paid  it  to  Mrs.  Tilton 
directly,  in  currency,  sir. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.  At  her  house,  I  think. 

Q.  Did  you  go  to  her  house  for  that  purpose  ?    A.  I  think  I  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  pursuance  of  a  note  requesting  you  to  call  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I 
received  any  note,  sir. 

Q.  How  was  the  fact  communicated  to  you  that  she  wanted  money  f  A« 
I  don*t  remember,  sir. 

Q.  Was  it  by  Mr.  Tilton  ?    A.  I  think  not,  sir. 

Q.  Why  do  you  think  not?  A.  Because  he  did  not  communicate  any 
such  things  to  me. 

Q  Do  you  know  that  fact  ?    A.  I  know  that  fact. 

Q.  Then  will  you  tell  us  how  you  came  to  go  to  the  house  of  Mrs.  Tilton 
to  pay  that  $255  ?    A.  I  should  say  by  request  of  Mrs.  Tilton. 

Q.  Have  you  any  recollection  on  the  subject  ?  A.  That  is  the  only  recol- 
lection I  have,  sir.     I  don't  know  how  I  could  have  done  it  in  any  other  way. 

Q.  You  have  no  note  ?  A.  No,  sir ;  I  don't  think  I  have.  If  I  have,  it 
Ia  in  the 

Q.  When  did  you  pay  the  next  money  f  A.  The  next  money  was  paid — 
the  next  money  was  received,  according  to  this  account,  $5,000. 

Q.  The  next  9    A.  According  to  this  account. 

Q.  That  is  another  matter.  We  will  not  open  that  at  present.  Is  the  note 
now  presented  to  you  in  y<>ur  handwriting  [handing  witness  a  paper]  f  A. 
Yea,  sir. 

*  This  exhibit,  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  read,  is  as  follows  : — 

Ko. "  Brooklyn,  N.  r.  May  29  1872. 

**  MtchanM  Bank. 
"  Pay  to  the  order  of  F.  D.  Moulton 

**  Two  Hundred  and  ninety-foar  76-100  Dollars,  in  corrent  fan  da. 
**  $994.76.  H.  W.  BsscHSB. 

Endorsed,  "  F.  D.  Moulton."—"  Woodruff  &  Robinson." 
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Q.  Did  you  send  it  to  Mr.  Bcecher  ?  A.  I  judge  I  did,  sir,  from  this, 
[handing  the  paper  back  to  Mr.  Tracy]. 

Q.  Did  be  send  you A.  Will  you  let  me  see  the  note  again.    Whit 

ift  the  date  of  it,  Mr.  Tracy,  if  you  please  ? 

Q.  Oct.  21,  1872,  I  read  it.  I  will  hand  it  back  to  you,  to  make  sure  of 
that,  sir.     A.  [Taking  the  note.]     Oct.  21,  1872. 

Q.  Did  you  receive  the  amount  from  Mr.  Beecher  therein  requested  f  A 
It  appears  so ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Allow  me  to  read  it.     [Taking  the  note  from  the  witness.]     A,  I  do  not 

see  it  down  so  on  the  accomit  here,  and  I  see  a  check.  May  31,  1872,  $294.76. 

Mr.  rra/:y.T— [Reading] : 

'•New  York,  October  21.  1872. 
**  Dear  Sir  :  Will  you  be  kind  enough  to  send  me  your  check  for  |294.76. 

"  Very  truly,  yours, 
May  28,  $219.76  "  Frakcis  D.  Moultok. 

25.00 
Oct.  21,      50.00 


$204.76 
[Paper  marked  "  Exhibit  D,  16.*'] 

The  Witness. — I  do  not  see  anything  here,  sir  [referring  to  the  account],  to 
correspond  with  that. 

Q.  Do  you  know  to  what  use  you  applied  this  money  ?  A.  I  do  not,  air, 
except  as  it  is  here,  $210.76  to  Mr.  Reid,  and  $25  and  $50  to  Mrs.  Tilton; 
that  is  the  way  it  says  on  that  paper. 

Q.  That  was  paid  when  ?    A.  This  was  paid  May  28th  and  October  36th. 

Mr.  Trncy. — [To  Mr.  Morris.]     Have  you  found  the  bills  and  accounts? 

Mr,  Morris, — No,  sir,  I  am  looking  for  them.     I  have  found  some  of  them. 

Q.  Had  you  any  business  transaction  yourself  with  Mr.  Beecher  which 
would  call  for  that  amount  of  money  ?  A.  I  don*t  recollect  that  I  had,  dr, 
any  other. 

Q.  Can  you  explain  in  any  way  how  you  came  to  call  on  him  for  thtt 
amount  of  money  in  October,  1872  ?  I  can,  sir,  from  that  account  That 
account  is  the  only  guide  that  I  have,  sir.  It  is  a  mistake  of  the  book-keeper, 
or  my  own  mistake,  sir,  if  it  is  a  mistake.     I  don't  know  anything  about  it 

Q.  Is  the  paper  now  handed  you  the  first  bill  that  you  received  for  the 
expenses  of  Bessie  Turner?  [Handing  witness  a  paper.]  A.  I  believe  it  is; 
yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  paid  it  as  above  stated  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  did  you  pay  it  ?    A.  Paid  it  by  check. 

Q.  Whose  check  ?  A.  Woodruff  &  Robinson's — $155.27.  There  is  a  note 
on  the  inside  of  this,  Mr.  Tracy,  to  Mrs.  Tilton.     Did  you  notice  it  ? 

Q.  I  did  not.     A.  There  is. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — I  ask  that  those  papers  be  all  put  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  ask  to  put  in  the  bill  at  present.    We  will  see  what  the  noteii 

The  Witness. — The  note  is  a  part  of  it. 

Mr,  Tracy, — That  may  be,  but  we  offer  the  bill  now,  and  the  check  by 
which  it  was  paid.     What  is  the  date  of  that  bill  ?    A.  It  says  June,  1871 

Q.  What  was  the  time  of  payment  ?    A.  July  19th. 
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Q.  I  will  pass  to  the  next  that  seems  to  be  in  the  order  of  date.  Can  you 
tell  whether  that  is  the  next  bill  you  received  ?  [Handing  witness  a  paper.] 
No;  here  is  another  prior  to  that. 

Mr,  Fullerion. — Do  we  understand  that  the  letter  accompanying  the  first 
bill  is 

Mr,  Tracy, — I  will  see,  sir,  in  a  moment. 

Mr.  Evarts. — It  is  not  yet  in  evidence. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — You  are  bound  to  put  it  in  evidence. 

Mr.  JSharts, — I  think  not 

Mr.  Tracy. — That  is  a  question  for  the  court. 

T?ie  WUnen8,—$219,7Qy  Mr.  Tracy,  seems  to  be  the  next  one. 

Q.  What  date  is  that  ?    A.  The  date  of  the  bill  is  January  24th,  1872. 

Q.  And  how  is  that  paid  ?  A.  Paid  by  check,  sir.  Woodruff  &  Robin- 
son's— paid  by  Woodruff  &  Robinson's  check. 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  you  got  your  pay  for  that  ?  A.  I  presume  from  Mr. 
Beecher,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  I  mean  by  check,  or  how ;  was  the  pay  for  that  bill  included 
in — what  Exhibit  is  it  ?  A.  It  was  intended  to  be  included  in  the  bill  for 
$294.76,  I  think. 

Q.  Then  it  is  included  in  Mr.  Beecher's  check,  Exhibit  No. what,  Mr. 

Moulton,  please  ?    A.  This  one  ? 

Q.  Yes;  what  is  that  number  ?     A.  **D,  16,  P.  M.  A." 

Q.  Yes;  that  is  it?    A.  Yes,  sir, 

Q.  Now,  what  is  the  next  bill  f  A.  The  one  that  I  hold  in  my  hand  here, 
air,  is  June  27th,  1872. 

Q.  Was  that  the  next  bill  that  you  received  in  order  of  time  ?  A.  I  pre- 
sume it  was,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  the  amount  of  that  bill  ?    A.  1118.12. 

Q.  And  the  next  one  9    A.  Where  is  the  next  one  ? 

[Mr.  Tracy  passes  a  paper  to  the  witness.] 

The  Witness. — June,  1878;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  that  the  next  bill  in  order  of  time  f  A.  I  don't  remember,  sir, 
whether  it  was  the  next;  I  think  the  account  will  show,  won't  it,  sir  9 

Q.  I  have  passed  you  up  now,  I  believe,  all  the  bills  that  have  been 
handed  up  ?      * 

Mr.  Beach. — I  guess  not. 

The  Witness. — There  was  one  that  was  sent,  like  this,  and  settled  the 
balance  for  |200,  I  think ;  this  is  $245. 

Q.  What  date  is  that  bill  ?    A.  This  bill  is  January,  1878. 

Q.  Was  that  the  next  bill  that  you  received  in  order  of  time  f  A.  That 
was  the  next  bill,  I  suppose,  sir;  all  I  know  is,  by  the  date  sir;  this  is  Janu- 
ary, 1873,' the  date  of  this. 

Mr.  Beach. — You  have  got  ooe  there,  June,  1878. 

The  Witness, — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy.— '1  will  put  them  in  in  the  order  of  time.  [To  the  witness] : 
Do  those  constitute  all  the  bills  that  you  received  for  Bessie  Turner's  school- 
ing ?    A.  They  are  all  that  I  am  in  possesion  of. 
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Q.  Are  they  all  that  you  know  of  ?  A.  Tes,  sir ;  they  are  all  that  I 
know  of. 

Q.  Are  they  all  that  you  have  paid,  to  your  knowledge  ?  A.  The  accoont 
shows  all  the  bills  that  I  paid,  sir;  yes,  sir.  All  the  bills  that  I  paid  an 
on  that  account,  if  the  account  is  correct. 

Q.  Are  those  all  the  bills  you  have  ?  A.  These  are  all  the  bills,  I  have, 
sir. 

Mr,  Shearman, — [Reading] : 

Statement  of  Account. 
Steuben VKLLK  Female  Seminary. 
Miss  Bessie  Turner,  To  ^.M.  Reid,  Dr. 

Advanced  Items.  For  Boarding  9-10  S $76  60 

Books  &  Sta 4  14    Tuition,  Prin.  Class 1080 

Music 5  10    Washing 7  23 

Phys.  &  Med 6  00    Fire  (2  mos) 4  00 

36  450 

Seat  in  Gh 1  00    Music  (doub.  les.)  use  Piano. ...    40  60 

"Adv.  Item" 16  24 


$16  24  Am't $165  27 

June,  1871. 

Steuben YiLLE,  June  8th,  1871. 
Mrs.  Tilton  :  I  send  you  with  this  a  statement  of  Miss  Turner's  bill  for  tliA 
past  half-school  year. 

Bessie  is  doing  very  well  in  her  studies,  and  is  quite  a  favorite  with  ns. 
Sometimes  she  is  not  very  well,  but  1  think,  on  the  whole,  her  health  is 
improving. 

Could  you  not  come  and  make  us  a  visit  and  bring  Mr.  Tilton  with  you  ^    A 
little  rest  would  do  you  both  good.  Very  respectfully  yours. 

A.  M.  Rbid. 
Bessie  is  making  very  good  progress  in  music  and  in  some  of  her  common 
bran(!he8,  as  arithmetic,  geography  and  spelling. 
No.  20,996.  New  York,  July  19,  1871. 

Metropolitan  Nitional  Bank, — Pay  to  the  order  of  Rev.  C.  C.  Beatty,  one 
hundred  and  fifty-five  27-100  dollars. 

$155.27-100.  Woodruff  &  Robinson. 

Endorsed  "  Charles  C.  Beatty,"  ''  A.  M.  Reid  "  and  the  bank  endorsements. 
[The  alx^ve  bill,  accompanying  letters  and  check  each  marked  "  Exhibit  D, 
17.'T 

Steubenville  Female  Seminary. — Rev.  C.  C.  Beatty,  D.  D.,  LL.  D.,  Superin- 
tendent ;  Rev.  A.  M.  Reid,  Ph.  D.,  Principal. 
Miss  Bessie  Turner,  Dr, 

For  boarding  7-10  session $59  50 

Music $5  75    Tuition.  Middle  Class 9  80 

Stores 5  85    Washing 5  70 

(35  ded.  5) 

Music 4  50    Music  and  use  of  piano,  doub. ..     80  00 

Stationery 77    Heated  air 2  00 

Advanced    as    per   account   on 

$16  87  margin. 16  8^ 

Amount $128  87 

Or.  Received  in  advance 

Balance  due $128  87 

Cr.  Mistake  in  pieces  of  music 5  75 

Am't  due $118  18 

Jane  27,  1872.  Rec'd  Payment,  A.  M.  BxsD. 
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Steubenville  Female  Seminary,  Jalj  9, 1873. 
Francis  D.  Moalton,  Esq.,  49  Remsen-st.,  Brooklyn. 

Dear  Sir  : — ^Yours  containinfjr  draft  $118.12  for  am't  of  Bessie  Turner's  bill  is 
received.    Please  find  bill  receipted. 

Bessie  is  a  good  and  studious  girl  and  is  making  good  progress  in  her  yarioos 
studies.  Very  truly,  yours.  A.  M.  Rbid. 

Mechanics'  National  Bank,  ) 

33  Wall  Street,  x\ew  York.  July  8, 1872.  f 
Pay  to  Rev.  A.  M.  Reid  or  order,  One  Ilundred  Eighteen  12-100  Dollars. 
$118.12.  VVcoDRUPF  &  Robinson. 

Endorsed,  "  A.  M.  Reid,"  and  the  bank  endorsements. 
[The  above  bill,  the  accompanying  letter  and  check,  each  marked  "  Exhibit 
D.  18."] 

Steuben viLLB  Female  Seminary.    Rev.  C.  C.  Beattt,  \>.\>,,  LL.  D.,  Superin- 
tendent.   Rev.  A.  M.  Reid,  Ph.  D.,  Principal. 
Miss  Bessie  Turner, 

Dr,  To  A.  M.  Reid. 

Physicians $4  00    For  boarding  two  quarters $85  00 

Express.. 1  08    Tuition  Pri.  and  Mid.  classes. . .     12  00 

Cash,  Store,  &c 16  00    Washing 5  78 

Books  and  Sta 5  10    Music  and  use  of  Piano  extra. . .     47  00 

Music 1  65    Heated  air 2  00 

Seat  in  Church 1  50    Boarding,  vaca.  9  weeks  (dfy  $4^.     38  25 

Beading  R 50    Advanced    as    per    account   on 

margin 29  78 


$29  78 


Amount $219.76 

Gr. 
Received  in  advance 


Balance  due $219.76 

January  24.  1872.  Received  payment,  A.  M.  Reid. 

No.  22,311.  .  New  York,  May  28,  1872. 

Metropolitan  National  Bank, 
V&j  to  the  order  oCiRev.  A.  M.  Reid,  Two  Hundred  Nineteen  76-100  Dollan. 

Woodruff  &  Robinson. 
$219.76. 
Endorsed — "  A.  M.  Reid,"  and  the  Bank  endorsements. 
[The  above  bill  and  check  each  marked  *'  Exhibit  D.  lO/'l 
STEUBENyn.LE  FEMALE  SEMINARY.     Rev.  C.  C.  Beatty,  D.D.,  LL.  D..  Superln* 

tendent.    Rev.  A.  M.  Reid,  Ph.  D. ,  Principal. 
Miss  Bessie  Turner,  Dr, 

Adv.  Items :  For  boarding,  two  quarters $87  50 

Store  account $27  09    Tuition,  primary  class 12  00 

Books  and  sta'ry 5  50    Washing 4  50 

Pieces  music 3  40    Music  and  use  of  piano  (5 1.  a.  w.)    62  50 

Seatinchurch 150    Heated  air 8  50 

Reading-room 50    German 10  00 

Cash 5  00    Vacation,  five  weeks 20  00 

Trip  to  Frankfort  Springs 7  87 

$42  99    Advanced    as    per   account    on 

margin 42  99 

Amount $250  86 

Deduct  for  loss 5  86 


Balance  due $245  00 

Received  payment  in  full,  by  check,  March  6, 1873, 
Jan.  '73.  Charles  C.  Beattt, 

Setoion  ends  Feb.  8d.  Per  A.  M.  Run, 

I.— 40 
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No.  28,886.  New  York,  March  6, 1873. 

Metropolitan  National  Bank, 
Pay  to  the  order  of  Rev.  0.  C.  Beatty,  Two  Hundred  and  Forty-five  Dol 
lars. 

9245.  Woodruff  &  Robinboit. 

Endorsed — **  Charles  C.  Beatty,"  and  the  Bank  endorsements. 
[The  abovft  bill  and  check  each  marked  •*  Exhibit  D,  20."] 
Miss  Bessie  Turner, 

To  A.  M.  Reid,  Dr. 

Advanced,  For  boarding,  one  session $87  50 

For  pew  rent $1  50    Tuition,  mid.  cl 14  00 

Reading  R 0  50     Washing 4  70 

Music 4  75    (ierman,  one  session 10  00 

Store 52  08    Heated  air 2  50 

Sewing 5  40    Room  alone 5  00 

PhysiciaL 0  90    Music  M.  P.  (2i  1.) 62  50 

$65  18 
Books  and  stat'y 4  75    Advanced  items 69  88 

$69  88  Amount $256  08 

Or.  by  deduction  one  quarter  school  bill  ($186.20) 46  55 

Balance  due $209  53 

June,  1873. 

New  York,  December  16.  1878. 
Mechanics*  National  Bank. 
Pay  to  the  order  of  A.  M.  Reid,  Two  hundred  dollars. 
($200.)  Woodruff  &  Robinson. 

Endorsed.  *'  A.  M.  Reid,"  and  the  bank  indorsements. 
[The  above  bill  and  check  each  marked  "  Exhibit  D,  21."] 

Stbubenville  Female  Seminary,  Dec.  6, 1873. 

Mrs.  E.  R.  Tilton  : 

Dear  Friend  :  If  you  could  send  me  the  balance  due  on  Bessie  Turner's  bill 

for  last  year  before  the  first  of  January,  it  would  cqyfer  a  great  favor.    A 

number  of  large  bills  will  be  due  at  that  time  which  must  be  met.     The  balance 

of  the  bill  was  $209.53.    Call  the  balance  $200. 

The  bill  was $256  08 

Deduct  i  school  bill 46  55 

Amount $209  53 

If  you  can  send  me  the  amount  due,  it  will  be  a  great  favor  at  the  present 
time. 

Bessie  is  now  visiting  friends  in  Pittsburgh. 

I  have  tried  to  get  her  a  place. 

I  doubt  whether  she  is  willing  to  do  such  things  as  she  is  fitted  to  da  I  do 
hope  she  will  get  along  well,  and  yet  I  fet$l  anxious  about  her.  I  asked  her  to 
come  back  to  school  awhile  if  she  could  not  get  any  other  place.  With  great  con- 
sideration. Yours, 

A.  M.  Reid. 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  D.  22."] 

Stbubbntille  Seminary,  Dec.  18 — 78. 
F.   D.  MouLTON,  Esq.: 

Dear  Sir :  Yours,  containing  check  for  $200  in  full  for  school  bill  is  lec'd. 
This  pays  all  her  indebtedness  to  this  date.  Very  truly  yours, 

A.  M.  Reid. 
[Letter  marked  *'  Exhibit  D.  23."] 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^That  terminated  the  transaction  of  Bessie  Turner's  school 
billfl,  didn't  it  ?    A.  I  beUeve  it  did. 
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Q.  After  that  you  had  nothing  more  to  do  with  her  ?    A.  Not  after  she 
got  through  with  her  schooling. 
Jfr.  8hea/rmar, — [Reading.] 

TussDAT,  Jan.  18th,  1872. 
Dear  Francis,  Be  kind  enough  to  send  me  $50  for  Bessie.     I  want  to  in- 
close it  in  to-morrow*s  mail.  Yonrs  gratefully, 

Elizabeth. 

[Letter  marked  "Exhibit  D,  24."] 

Mr,  Eparts, — We  aak  for  any  notes  that  covered  these  payments  that  Mr. 
Moult  on  meotioned  as  having  been  made  to  Mrs.  Tilton.  This  last  note  has 
been  read  as  one  of  them.  It  is  the  only  one  which  has  been  handed  to  us 
as  far  as  I  know. 

Mr.  Morris. — ^I  have  handed  all  that  I  have  found  yet 

The  Witness, — ^I  handed  to  Judge  Morris  all  that  I  had,  sir.  I  don't  know 
whether  there  are  any  more  or  not.    If  there  are.  I  will  try  and  find  them. 

Mr.  Morris. — There  is  the  letter  you  called  for. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Now,  you  have  spoken  of  three  letters,  all  dated  7th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1871,  two  by  Mr.  Beecher,  one  by  Mr.  Triton  ?     A.  Two  by  what,  sir? 

Q.  Two  by  Mr.  Beecher  and  one  by  Mr.  Tilton,  7th  February,  1871, 
the  three  letters  ?     A.  That  is  the  letter  from  Beecher  to  me  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir  ?    A.  And  the  letter  from  Mr.  Tilton  to  me  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir  ?    A.  And  the  letter  from  Mr.  Beecher  to  Mrs.  Tilton  ? 

Q.  Those  I  infer  were  all  written  Ijy  prearran^ement,  were  they  not  f 
A.  I  don't  know  of  any  prearrangement  particularly  about  it. 

Mr.  Evarts. — They  are  all  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Tracy. — They  are  all  dated  the  same  day,  are  they  not  ?  A.  They  are 
all  dated  the  same  day. 

Q.  Well,  they  were  written  in  pursuance  of  a  conversation  that  pre- 
ceded their  writing,  were  they  not  ?  A.  I  suppose  they  were  written  in  con- 
sequence of  conversation  that  preceded  their  writing. 

Q.  And  their  object  was  the  reconciliation  of  the  parties,  the  more  perfect 
reconciliation  of  the  parties,  was  it  not  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  after  those — the  date  of  those  letters,  the  relations  of  the  parties 
were  friendly,  were  they  were  not  ?    A.  After  Feb.  7th  f 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  Yes,  sir ;  they  were  friendly  for  some  time. 

Q.  For  some  time  9    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Soon  after  that,  The  Golden  Age  was  founded,  was  it  not  ?  A.  I  be- 
lieve, sir,  in  March.     March  2d,  1872—1871.     March  2nd,  1871. 

Q.  And  it  had  been  determined  on  for  some  time  before — before  the  first 
number  was  issued  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  how  long  after  the  separation  of  Tilton  from  Bo  wen  was  the 
starting  of  Tl^e  Golden  Age  determined  on  or  discussed  f  A.  Well,  sir,  I 
think  in  the  beginning  of  January — ^I  should  think  it  was  January  it  was 
talked  about. 

Q.  It  began  to  be  talked  about  in  January  t  A.  Either  in  January  or 
February,  sir;  I  don't  remember  which. 

Q.  And  arrangements  were  set  on  foot  and  prosecuted,  until  it  was 
started  and  the  first  number  issued  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  Now,  will  yon  explain  in  detail  just  how  that  paper  was  started,  and 
what  was  its  financial  basis  ?    A.  Financial  basis  of  The  Golden  Age  f 

Q.  Yes,  sir  ?  A.  The  paper  was  started  from  a  conversation  between 
Mr.  Woodruff  and  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  I  don't  care  to  go  into  the  details  of  that  conversation.  I  want  you  to 
go  on  and  show  how  tlie  money  was  raised  for  it,  and  who  owned  it  ?  K, 
Well,  Mr.  Woodruff  arranged  for  the  money  for  it,  sir.  Mr.  Woodruff  and 
Mr.  Tilton  co-operated  in  regard  to  that. 

Q.  Well,  what  was  done  ?  I  don't  care  what  was  said,  but  what  was  done? 
A.  Certain  subscriptions  were  made — certain  subscriptions  were  made  by  dif- 
ferent parties  for  the  paper. 

Q.  Well  wlio  were  the  subscribera  for  the  paper — I  mean  subscribers  to 
this  fund  ?  A.  Theodore  Tilton  embarked  in  it  all  the  means  that  he  had— 
|4,000,  I  think— at  that  time. 

Q.  How  much  ?  A.  fi,000,  I  think,  he  had  at  that  time— fl,000  or 
15,000. 

Q.  Was  that  money  that  was  deposited  with  your  firm  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then  who  else  subscribed  ?    A.  Mr.  Mason,  I  think,  Mr.  Woodruff 

Q.  How  much  did  Mr.  Mason  subscribe  ?  A.  I  really  ilon't  remember, 
sir.     I  think  it  was  $3,000 ;  $1,500  or  $8,000. 

Q.  What  Mason  ?    A.  John  W.  Mason. 

Q.  What  is  his  business  ?  A.  With  the  firm  of  Samuel  Thompson's  Nephew. 

Q.  Who  else  subscribed  ?    A.  Jackson  S.  Schultz,  and  a  Mr.  Southwick. 

Q.  How  much  did  they  respectively  subscribe  ?  A.  Well,  I  forget  really 
how  much.  I  don't  know  at  the  time — I  think  it  was  $1,500  apiece,  or  $750 
apiece. 

Q.  One  or  the  other.     This  Mr.  Southwick  is  Mr.  Schultz's  partner  ?      A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  else  subscribed  ?    A.  Mr.  Woodruff. 

Q.  How  much  did  he  subscribe  ?  A.  Mr.  Robinson — ^Mr.  Woodroff  sub- 
scribed $3,000,  if  I  remember  rightly,  and  I  subscribed  $3,000,  and  Mr. 
Kobinson  subscribed  a  thousand. 

Q.  Well  ?    A.  I  believe  those  were  all — all  that  I  recollect  at  present. 

Q.  Can  you  state  here  the  aggregate  of  those  subscriptions  ?  A.  I  have 
not  got  it  with  me 

Q.  Now,  what  were  the  terms  of  those  subscriptions ;  it  was  not  a  stock 
enterprise  was  it  ?  It  was  not  an  incorporation  as  I  understand  ?  A.  No,  it 
was  not  an  incorporation. 

Q.  What  were  the  terms  of  that  subscription  ?  A.  The  terms  of  the 
subscription  were,  that  the  subscription  should  be  paid  and  Mr.  Tilton  should 
give  his  notes,  I  believe,  for  the  amount. 

Q.  Payable  to  these  subscribers  ?    A.  Payable  to  those  subscribers. 

Q.  Payable  when  and  out  of  what  fund  f  A.  Payable  out  of — ^payable 
by  Theodore  Tilton. 

Q.  Well,  absolutely  ?  A.  I  can  not  give  you  the  facts  about  that,  Mr. 
Tracy,  because  I  don't  know  them  exactly  enough  to  give  them,  but  Mr. 
Woodroff  can  give  them  for  you.      If  I  knew  all  about  it,  sir,  I  would. 
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Q.  Did  Mr.  IHlton  give  his  notes  for  the  subscriptions  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton 
drew  the  money  out  in  proportion 

Q.  Did  he  give  the  subscribers  his  notes  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  he  gave— I  be- 
lieve he  did. 

Q.  And  then  took  from  them  their  subscriptions  as  they  were  paid  in  ? 
Now,  how  were  those  subscriptions  to  be  paid  in  ?  A.  Paid  in  when  they 
were  wanted — ^paid  in  when  they  were  wanted  «by  Theodore  Tilton. 

Q.  By  yourself  as  one — yes.  sir.  Now,  after  the  2d  of  March,  Tilton  was 
engaged,  I  suppose,  continuously  on  Tfte  Golden  Age,  wasn^t  he,  for  some 
considerable  period  of  time  ?    A.  I  think  he  was ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Qiving  all  his  time  and  thought  to  that  paper  ?     A.  Yes,  I  suppose  so. 

Q.  And  did  you  meet  Mr.  Beecher  frequently  after  that  ?  A.  I  met  Mr. 
Beecher  during  1871,  after  the  establishment  of  The  OoldenAge, 

Q.  Frequently,  did  you  not  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  frequently. 

Q,  And  did  you  see  Mr.  Beecher  and  Tilton  together  frequently  f  A. 
Not  very  frequently;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  did  you  occasionally  ?    A.  Once  in  awhile. 

Q.  Where,  and  under  what  circumstances?  A.  I  think  they  generally 
met  at  my  house,  sir. 

Q.  How  often  did  they  meet  at  your  house,  should  yon  say  ?  A.  Not 
very  often,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  your  habit  about  going  to  Mr.  Beecher's  house  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — At  that  time  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — Yes,  sir. 

The  Witness. — Going  to  whose  house? 

Q.  Mr.  Beecher's  ?    A.  I  didn^t  go  there  very  frequently. 

Q.  In  1871  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  How  often  was  Mr.  Beecher  at  your  house  f  A.  Well,  he  was  there 
quite  frequently,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  see  your  family  ?    A.  He  saw  my  wife  sometimes. 

Q.  Well,  frequently  dine  with  you  or  take  a  meal  with  you  ?  A.  No^  sir, 
not  very. 

Q.  Not  very  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  But  sometimes  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  that  he  ever  took  any;  I  don't 
think  that  he  took  meals  with  us  over  three  or  four  times. 

Q.  Well,  was  Tilton  present  on  those  occasions  ?  A.  I  remember  one  oc- 
casion when  Tilton  was  present.- 

Q.  Not  more  than  one  ?    A.  Not  at  the  table;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Was  it  at  dinner  ?    A.  It  was  at  dinner,  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  have  other  company  present  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  Mr.  Beecher  at  Tilton's  house  after  that  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — After  what  ? 

Mr,  Tracy. — After  the  starting  of  The  Golden  Age  ;  that  is  the  period  of 
which  I  am  now  inquiring  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  was  at  Tilton's  house  with  Mr. 
Beecher  and  Mrs.  Woodhull  after  that. 

Q,  Yes;  when  was  that  ?     A.  It  was  in  1871,  I  think. 

Q.  What  time  ?     A.  I  don't  remember  what  time  it  was  in  1871. 
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Q.  Well,  about  what  time  ?  A.  It  was  before  the  publicatiou,  I  think,  of 
the  Wood  hull  biography. 

Q.  Before  that  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  time  of  day  did  you  see  them  there  ?  A.  My  recollection  is  that 
it  was  in  the  afternoon. 

Q.  How  long  did  they  stay  there  ?  A.  I  guess,  perhaps,  they  were  there 
half  an  hour  or  an  hour. 

Q.  Tilton  present  ?    A.  I  believe  he  was. 

Q.  Well,  that  the  only  occasion  you  ever  saw  Mr.  Beecher  at  Tilton's 
house,  after  the  starting  of  The  Oolien  Age  f  A.  Yes,  sir.  I  think  it  was  the 
only  occasion,  I  think  that  was  the  only  occasion,  sir. 

Q.  Where  else  have  you  seen  them  together  ?  A.  I  have  seen  them  to- 
gether at  my  house  in 

Q.  In  1871,  I  mean  ?    A.  In  the  year  1871  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir;  I  will  confine  it  prior  to  the  writing  and  publishing  of  the 
life,  the  biography,  of  Mrs.  WoodhuU,  in  1871;  before  that  publication  did 
you  see  them  together  at  your  house  ? 

Mr,  Morris, — When  was  that  publication  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  witness  will  tell  us. 

Q.  When  was  it  ?  [To  the  witness.]  A.  My  impression  is,  sir,  it  was  in 
the  latter  part  of  1871. 

Q.  Wasn't  it  in  September,  1870  ?    A.  Not  1870—1871  you  mean. 

Q.  1871  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  whether  it  was  in  Septemt>er  or  not.  I 
think  it  was  though. 

Q.  September  ?    A.  I  think  it  was. 

Q.  Wasn't  it  issued  on  the  14th  of  September  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  Well,  it  was  about  that  time,  anyway  ?  A.  It  was  about  that  time,  1 
should  think. 

Q.  ^ow,  between  the  starting  of  The  Oolden  Age  and  that  period,  hc>w 
often  should  you  say  you  had  seen  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mr.  Tilton  at  your  house 
together  ?    A.  Oh,  not  often,  sir;  I  don't  think  over  three  or  four  times. 

Q.  Had  you  seen  them  elsewhere  together  beside  at  your  house  or 
Tilton's  house  ?  A.  I  think  on  February  27th — somewhere  around  that- -I 
went  over  with  Mr.  Beecher  to  New  York,  to  Mr.  Bonner's  office,  on  some 
business,  and  Mr.  Beecher  then  went  to  The  Golden  Age  office,  and  my  im- 
pression is  that  I  went  from  Mr.  Bonner's  to  The  Golden  Age  office,  and 
found  Mr.  Tilton  there,  Mr.  Beecher  there. 

Q.  With  Tiltcm  ?    A.  For  a  moment,  just  for  a  moment,  yes,  sir. 

Q.  With  Tilton  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  he  was  there  for  a  moment  with 
him. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  him  at  The  Golden  Age  office  on  any  other  occasion  ? 
A.  No;  not  that  I  remember. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  them  walking  together  in  the  street  on  any  occasion  ? 
A.  No. 

Q.  What  is  the  answer  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  of  being  in  company  with  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr. 
Beecher  at  a  yacht  race — regatta!    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  don't  think  that  was  io 
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1871.  I  think  there  is  a  letter,  sir,  amongst  the  papers  that  will  fix 
the  dace. 

Q.  Well,  when  was  it  ?  A.  Now  that  I  am  on  that  transaction  I  will  fix 
the  date  of  it.  When  was  it?  A.  Well,  I  really  don't  remember,  sir;  it 
was  not  in  1871. 

Q.  Well,  was  it  after  1871  ?  A.  I  think  so.  I  can  fix  the  date  precisely, 
sir,  by  the  paper. 

Q.  If  you  can,  we  would  rather  have  it  fixed  now.  A.  I  can  not  fix  it 
from  my  memory. 

Q.  No;  if  you  have  got  any  paper  in  your  ])osscssion  that  will  enable  yon 
to  fix  the  date  of  it,  fix  it  right  here.  A.  I  think  I  remember  reading,  among 
those  papers,  a  letter  from  Mr.  Beecher  accepting  an  invitation  to  go  with 
Horace  Greeley ;  it  was  during  Horace  Greeley's  life. 

Mr.  Evarts.—K&ye  you  got  a  letter  from  Mr.  Beecher  accepting  an  invita- 
tion to  go  on  this  yacht  race  ? 

Mr.  Morris. — I  don't  remember  ever  seeing  that  letter. 

Mr.  Etarts. — Mr.  Moulton  says  it  is  among  your  papers. 

Mr.  Morris. — I  think  not;  I  will  look. 

Q.  Well,  what  was  the  regatta — that  was  Ashbury's  yacht  race,  wasn't  it; 
the  English  regatta  ?  A.  I  think  it  was;  I  think  it  was  between  the  8appho 
and  the  Livonia. 

Mr.  EvfirU. — The  English  yacht  ?    A.  Yes,  I  believe  so. 

Q.  Now,  can't  you  ^tl  the  year  of  that  ? 

Mr.  Morris, — We  have  found  the  letter.     [Letter  handed  to  witness.] 

Mr.  Eoarfs. — That  is  to  you,  Mr.  Moulton  ? 

Mr.  Beach, — I  do  not  perceive  the  materiality  of  that  letter. 

Mr.  Tracy.— On\y  to  fix  the  date  ?  A.  Yes,  October  20th,  *71,  this  seems 
to  be  dated,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  is  the  paper  ?     A.  I  think  this  is  it. 

Q.  That  is  the  paper  you  referred  to  that  fixes  the  date  ?  A.  I  think  this 
is  the  one,  sir;  that  is  the  one  I  referred  to. 

Q.  Well,  that  refreshes  your  recollection  as  to  the  time  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Of  the  yacht  race?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  that  was  the  yacht  race 
referred  to. 

Q.  And  that  date  is  October  20th,  1871?  A.  That  was  either  the— Mr. 
Tilton  was  along,  I  believe,  that  day ;  we  either  went  to  a  yacht  race,  or  went 
down  to  look  at  the  warehouses  along  the  shore ;  I  think  it  was  a  yacht  race. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Now,  who  went  ?  Were  you  three  on  that  yacht  race  ?  A. 
I  beliere  we  were ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  companions  together  on  that  day  I  A.  Well,  I  beliere  that  Mr. 
Tilton  talked.  I  think  Oliver  Johnson  was  along  that  day,  if  it  is  the  day 
that  I  remember,  and  Mr.  Tilton  talked  with  Oliver  Johnson  chiefiy  that 
day,  and  Mr.  Beecher  and  myself  were  together  a  good  deal. 

Q.  Well,  were  not  you  all  four  together  ?  A.  I  don't  recoUet  whether  we 
were  all  four  together  or  not ;  I  guess  veiy  likely  we  were. 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  you  went  to  the  yacht  ?  A.  How  we  went  to  the 
yacht  ? 
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Mr,  Tracy. — Yes.     A.  Went  on  a  steam-tug. 

Q.  How  did  you  ^o  to  the  steam-tug  ?  Go  in  a  carriage  together  ?  A. 
No;  I  think  not;  I  think  we  went  separately;  I  went  for  some  of  the  guests; 
I  believe  I  stopped  for  Ilorace  Greeley  and  did  not  find  him  that  day.  On 
the  whole  I  guess  Mr.  Greeley  was  not  along,  after  all. 

Q.  Who  invited  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mr.  Tilton  togo  ou  that  race  ?    A.  I  did, 

Q.  You  invited  them  both  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  did  you  invite  Mr.  Greeley  also?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Greeley  go  ?  A.  My  impression  is,  sir,  that  I  missed  him  by 
a  minute,  and  he  did  not  go. 

Q.  And  he  did  not  go  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  not  along  ?     A.  I  believe  not. 

Q.  How  long  were  you  on  that  regatta  ?    A.  May  be  three  or  four  boon. 

Q.  Did  you  dine  on  board  the  yacht  ?    A.  On  board  the  yacht  f    No,  sir, 

Q.  On  board  the  steamer  ?  A.  I  don't  know;  I  don't  remember  whether 
we  had  any  refreshments  on  board  or  not,  sir;  I  think  not. 

Q.  Well,  now,  I  call  your  attention  to  another  occasion  when  you  went 
down  on  some  vessel  viewing  the  warehouses;  do  you  remember  that  ?  A,  I 
may  confound  the  two,  sir;  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  How?  A.  I  may  confound  the  two;  I  think  it  was  on  the  same 
occasion ;  there  may  have  been  two  occasions,  and  there  may  have  been  only  one. 

Q.  If  there  were  two  occasions,  were  Beecher  and  Tilton  together  on  two 
occasions  ?    A.  I  do  not  recollect,  really,  sir,  whether  they  were  or  not. 

Q.  Were  they  together  on  the  warehouse  occasion  ?  A.  I  really  do  not 
recollect;  they  were  together  on  one  occasion  that  I  lemember;  that  is  all 
that  I  can  recollect  about. 

Q.  That  is  all  you  remember  about  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  The  Golden  Age  started  prosperously,  didn't  it  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — State  your  impression,  as  far  as  you  could  judge  f  A. 
My  impression  is  that  it  was  prosperous.  I  have  a  letter  from  Moses  Ooit 
Tyler  that  1  found  among  my  papers 

Q.  Well,  we  are  asking  you  now 

Judge  Neilson. — He  answered  that  he  thought  it  started  prosperously. 

The  Witness. — I  am  giving  my  authority  for  the  thought. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Well,  we  will  be  contented  with  your  thought. 

l^he  Witness, — Thank  you,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  I  will  recur  to  that  letter.     Now,  can  you  say,  on  reading  that, 

whether  it  was  the  warehouse  or  the  yacht  race  that  it  refers  to  ?     A.  Well,  I 

really  can  not My  impression  is  that  it  was  the  yacht  race. 

Q.  It  was  one  or  the  other,  or  else  both  were  included  at  th«.8ame  timet 

I 

A.  It  was  one  or  the  other,  at  all  events,  there  was  one  occasion,  F  believe, 
when  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher  were  t(»gether  on  a 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  on  coining  from  the  warehouse  excilrsion  Mr. 
Beecher  and  Mr.  Tilton  went  to  youp  house  and  dined  together  f  A.  I  do 
not  recollect  that. 

Q.  Don't  recollect  whether  they  did  or  not  ?  A.  No ;  haven't  any  recol- 
lection about  it. 
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Q.  Ton  have  no  recollection  as  to  how  yon  retomed  from  that  excursion — 
jou  don't  remember  whether  they  did  or  not  ?  A.  I  remember  that,  after  the 
yacht  race — I  recollect  that  after  the  yacht  race,  Mr.  Beecher  and  myself 
were  at  our  house  together. 

Q.  Beecher  and  yourself  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Wasn't  Tilton  along  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  Don't  recollect  whether  he  was  or  not  ?    A.  I  do  not;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  the  publication  of  the  life  of  Victoria  "Woodhull  by  Theodore 
Tilton,  you  say  was  in  September,  '70  ?    A.  No ;  I  did  not  say  that. 

Q.  '71— Was  that  published  in  The  Golden  Age?  A.  In  The  Golden  Aget 
I  think  not,  sir. 

Q.  Wasn't  it  published  in  the  supplement  to  The  Ghlden  Age  t    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  then  put  into  a  tract— one  of  The  Golden  Age  tracts  ?  A.  I  dont 
think  it  was  ever  published  in  The  Golden  Age^  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  got  a  copy  of  that  life  ?    A.  I  do  not  think  I  have. 

Mr.  Ecart^, — [To  plaintiffs  counsel.]  We  gave  you  notice  to  produce  it, 
if  you  had  any  such  copy. 

Mr.  Marris. — ^It  does  not  appear  that  the  plaintiff  has  it. 

Mr.  Evarts, — We  would  like  to  have  it  if  you  have  got  it. 

Mr.  Morris. — We  have  not  got  it. 

Mr.  EoarU, — We  gave  them  notice  to  produce  the  composition  of  that  life, 
and  they  say  that  they  have  not  got  it,  so  we  may  have  to  have  a  copy  of  it. 

JuDGR  Neilbon. — The  manuscript,  I  suppose,  which  passes  to  the  printer, 
is  not  often  reclaimed. 

Mr.  EvarU, — ^Very  likely;  of  course. 

Mr.  Tracy, — How  large  a  pamphlet  was  that  ?  A.  A  small  pamphlet,  as 
I  recollect;  but  I  did  not  read  it  all. 

Q.  You  read  the  most  of  it  9    A.  No,  I  don't  think  I  did. 

Q.  Now,  was  it  after  publication  of  the  **Life  of  Victoria  Woodhull " 
that  this  change,  that  you  have  already  spoken  of  in  your  evidence,  was 
made  in  the  subscription  to  The  Golden  Age?  A.  I  think  it  was  after  the 
publication  of  the  '*Life  of  Victoria  Woodhull." 

Q.  How  long  after  ?    A.  I  don't  exactly  recollect,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  can't  you  approximate  to  it  ?  A.  No.  I  can  not;  I  shall  be  able 
to,  I  think,  before  I  finish  my  evidence;  I  had  a  letter  that  fixed  the  date  for 
which  I  have  made  a  search  and  have  not  found. 

Q.  Now  state  in  detail  what  that  change  was  that  occurred  in  The  Golden 
Age  after  the  publication  of  that  life  ?  A.  Mr.  Woodruff  thought  best  that 
Mr. 

Q.  Just  stute  what  was  done;  I  don't  care  what  you  thought,  or 

Judge  Nsilson. — So  far  as  you  know  what  was  done.  You  told  us  the 
other  day  as  to  your  own  claim.  A.  When  it  came  to  the  payment  of  the 
subscription — of  the  last  half  of  the  subscription,  Mr.  Woodruff  thought  it 
better  that  Mr.  Tilton  should  have  The  •  Golden  Age  as  his  own  property — 
become  sole  proprietor  of  it;  and  so  the  notes  were  surrendered  to  Mr. 
Tilton.     When  that  was,  sir,  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  And  what  was  received  by  the  subscribers  for  the  half  of  the  subscrip- 
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tion  already  paid  in  f     A.  Their  notes,  I  believe What  was  received, 

what? 

Q,  What  did  the  subscribers  receive  from  Mr.  Tilton  for  the  half  of 
the  subscription  which  they  had  already  paid  in  ?  A.  Nothing  that  I 
know  of. 

Q,  They  gave  that  to  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  other  words,  they  gave  him  what  they  had  already  paid  in,  in  con- 
sideratios  of  his  releasing  them  from  the  other  half  of  their  subscriptioiu; 
that  was  it,  was  it  not  ?  A.  He  did  release  them  from  the  other  half  of  their 
subscriptions. 

Q.  Well,  the  one  was  the  consideration  for  the  other,  wasn't  it  f  A  I 
suppose  it  was. 

Q  And  that  was  done  by  all  the  subscribers,  including  yourself  ?  A 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  are  you  not  able  to  approximate  to  the  time  when  that  oc- 
curred ?  A.  I  really  am  not,  Mr.  Tracy ;  I  hope  to  fix  it  for  you  before  my 
testimony  is  concluded. 

Q.  About  how  soon  after  the  publication  was  it  ?  A.  I  really  don't  re- 
member, sir;  if  I  recollected  anything  about  it  I  would  state  it  freely. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  whether  it  was  before  or  after  the  Steinway  Hall  meeting? 
A.  I  don't  recollect  that. 

Q.  You  say  you  got  a  letter  that  will  enable  you  to  fix  that  date  ?  A.  I 
have  had  such  a  letter;  yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Tracy. — We  will  thank  you  to  refresh  your  memory. 

The  Witjtess, — Or  I  have  been  informed  of  such  a  letter — I  have  seen  sach 
a  letter. 

Mr.  Shearman. — We  have  subpoenaed  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  {duem 
t€cum)y  to  produce  the  original  manuscript  of  the  life  of  Mrs.  Woodhull,  and 
also  a  printed  copy.     We  have  also  given  him  notice  to  produce 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  think  you  can  compel  him  to  bring  a  printed 
copy.     You  can  buy  that,  perhaps,  at  the  store. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Unfortunately,  we  can  not,  your  Honor. 

Mr.  Evarts. — It  is  not  a  question  arising  as  to  whether  we  can  or  can  not, 
at  present.  We  have  taken  the  proper  steps  to  have  him  do  it,  and  the  ques- 
tion is  whether  he  brings  it  or  not. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — He  can  not 

Mr.  Ecarts. — Not  the  printed  copy, 

Mr.  FuUerton. — We  haven't  got  any  copy. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Then  we  shall  have  to  refer  to  other  evidence. 

Mr.  Tracy, — ^Well,  you  remember  that  such  a  life  was  issued  as  one  of 
TTie  Ghlden  Age  tracts,  do  you  not  ? 

Mr.  MarrU. — He  has  not  said  so. 

Judge  Nbilbon. — He  has  said  he  does  not  remember  that  it  was. 

Mr,  Trciey. — That  it  was. 

Mr.  Pryar. — ^That  it  was  not. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  what  did  you  say  ?  A.  He  asked  me  if  it  wi 

Mr,  Beach. — ^Well,  I  don't  see  the  materiality  of  ihat  inquiry. 
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Mr,  Tracy.— y^dA  or  was  not  the  Life  of  Yictoria  WoodhuU,  written  by 
Theodore  Tilton,  issued  as  one  of  The  Oolden  Age  tracts  ? 

Mr,  Beach, — ^I  object  to  that  question. 

Judge  Neilson. — Let  him  answer.  Do  you  know  whether  it  was  or  not  ? 
A.  It  was  issued  in  a  tract,  sir.  I  don't  recollect  whether  it  was  one  of  The 
Oolden  Age  Tracts  or  not. 

Q.  There  was  a  series  called  **  Goldtn  Age  TraeU,^^  was  there  not  ?  A. 
I  don't  know  that  there  was  a  series.     There  were  some  Golden  Age  tracts. 

Q.  Numbered  **  Tract  1,"  »*  2,"  *'3,''  and  soon  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  that 

Q.  Don't  recollect  that  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  that  was  a  Golden  Age  tract,  wasn't  it;  and  issued  from  The 
Odden  Age  office  ?    A.  I  don't  know  that  it  was. 

Q.  The  Life  of  Victoria  Woodhull  ? 

Mr,  FuUerton. — He  has  said  that. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  has  said  he  knows  that  it  was  issued  in  The  Golden 
Age  office;  he  does  not  know  that  it  was  one  of  Ttie  Golden  Age  tracts. 

Mr.  Tracy, — Now,  wasn't  the  fact  of  the  issuing  of  that  Life — the  publi- 
cation of  the  Life  of  Victoria  Woodhull — very  injurious  to  Tlit  Golden  Agef 

[Objected  to.] 

Judge  Neilson. — Ruled  out,  sir. 

Q.  Wasn't  it  the  occasion  of  this  transaction  by  which  the  subscribers 
asked  or  were  relieved  from  their  subscription,  in  consideration  of  their  sur- 
rendering the  notes. 

Mr,  Ftdlerton, — That  is  objected  to. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  think  he  can  answer  that,  so  far  as  he  himself  is  con- 
cerned, but  not  as  to  the  others. 

Mr.  Morris. — That  is  not  the  question. 

Judge  Neilson. — How  was  it  as  to  you  personally  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — Well,  that  is  immaterial.     How  is  it  material  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  know.  I  only  assume  that  it  is  possibly  ma- 
terial in  some  view. 

Mr,  Beach. — Well,  when  the  question  is  objected  to,  your  Honor  should 
see  the  materiality  of  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  see  the  materiality  of  it. 

Mr,  Beach. — Or  see  the  mode  in  which  it  can  be  connected  with  the  trial 
as  material.  What  the  publication  of  the  Life  of  Victoria  Woodhull  has  to 
do  with  the  inquiry  now  before  your  Honor,  we  are  not  able  to  perceive. 

Mr,  Tracy. — ^I  will  ask  you  one  other  question. 

Mr,  JEharf: — ^The  Jud^e  says  he  may  answer  this  question. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  rule  that  he  may  answer  as  far  as  he  is  personally 
concerned,  assuming  that  he  can  not  answer  as  to  the  motives  of  the  other 
persons. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Well,  let  us  have  your  answer?  A.  It  did  not  have  any 
effect  upon  me,  sir. 

Mr,  Tracy, — That  was  not  the  occasion  of  it,  then,  so  far  as  you  were  con- 
cerned ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^Yqu  lose  time  by  repeating;  that  don't  help  it. 
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Mr.  Tracy. — His  answer  was  that  it  did  not  have  any  effect  upon  him. 

Judge  Neilbon. — Well,  that  is  conclusive;  that  ends  the  inquiry;  go  on. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  ask  another  question.  What  was  the  cause  of  your  retiring 
or  surrendering  your  subscription  and  giving  back  the  note  ? 

Mr.  FuUerUm. — ^I  object  to  it. 

Mr.  jKcar^.— Why  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Why,  because  it  is  not  of  importance. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  he  may  answer  it. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — It  does  seem  to  me  there  ought  to  be  some  appev- 
ance 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  think  there  ought  to  be  some  limit,  but  still  he  mij 
answer  that. 

Mr.  FulUrUm, — Would  your  Honor  ask  the  counsel  to  point  out  some  ap- 
plication that  can  be  made  of  that  testimony  to  this  case,  if  they  know:  if 
they  don^t  know,  why  we  will  excuse  them.  It  certainly  seems  to  me  u 
irrelevant  as  anything  can  possibly  be. 

Judge  Neilson. — Mr.  Tracy,  in  view  of  the  objection,  state  how  yoo 
deem  it  material,  please  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^I  deem  it  material  to  show,  first,  the  relations  of  this  witneM 
to  the  plaintiff;  to  show  his  knowledge  of  the  disaster  that  came  upon  the 
plaintiff  at  this  time,  and  to  show  the  materiality  of  this  fact  in  regard  to 
another  piece  of  evidence  which  the  plaintiff  has  introduced  here  prelim- 
inary to  a  question  which  I  am  about  to  ask  the  witness. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  pass  to  that  question ;  perhaps  that  will  enligliten 
us. 

Mr.  EvarU. — Does  your  Honor  rule  out  the  question  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — At  present,  as  immaterial. 

Mr.  EoarU. — Then,  your  Honor,  we  except  to  the  ruling. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^Do  you  remember  the  publication  of  Mr.  Tilton,  called  '*Sir 
Marmaduke's  Musings  "  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  that  published — the  poem  ?    A.  I  foi-get  the  date,  jmt  st* 
the  moment. 

Q.  Can't  you  fix  about  the  time  ?  A.  It  is  in  evidence,  the  paper,  sir;  I 
don't  remember  the  date ;  there  are  so  many  dates. 

Mr.  EoarU. — ^Perhaps  the  date  has  been  given  in  evidence  already. 

TTie  Witness. — Yes,  the  date  is  there. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  paper — but  the  most  difficult  things,  of  conne,  for 
the  witness  to  remember,  are  dates. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^It  is  November  1st,  I  believe. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^It  is  in  the  book,  isn't  it  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — November  1st,  1871.  Now,  was  it  published  about  that  time, 
according  to  your  recollection  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  the  date ;  I  saw  it  about 
the  time  it  was  published,  whatever  that  date  was. 

Q.  Well,  do  you  recollect  now  that  it  was  in  the  faU  of  1871,  about  Ko- 
Tember  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  that,  sir,  but  I  assume  that  to  be  the  date. 

Q.  Well,  was  it  after  the  publication  of  the  Life  of  Victoria  Woodhnll  I 
A.  I  don't  recollect  that. 
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Q.  Was  it  after  this  settlement  that  was  made  m  regard  to  the  sabscriptions 
for  The  Golden  Aget    A.  I  don't  recollect  that. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Monlton,  don't  you  know  the  fact  from  Mr.  Tilton  that  the 
publication  of  the  Life  of  Victoria  Woodhull  was  disastrous  to  him  and 
his  enterprise — ^his  newspaper  enterprise?  A.  Will  you  repeat  the 
question  ? 

Q.  Don't  you  know  from  Mr.  Tilton  that  the  publication  of  the  Life  of 
Victi)ria  Woodhul),  in  S(^ptember,  1871,  was  disastrous  to  him  and  his  news- 
paper enterprise  ?    A.  He  has  never  told  me  that. 

Q.  He  has  never  told  you  that  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Has  he  ever  talked  with  you  on  the  subject  of  the  effect  that  the  publi- 
cation of  that  life  had  upon  the  prosperity  of  The  Golden  Aget  A.  I  talked 
with  him  about  it ;  he  didn't  with  me  at  the  time. 

Q.  You  talked  with  him  but  he  did  not  with  you  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Tell  us  what  you  talked  to  him  ?  A.  I  told  him  that  I  thought  he 
ought  not  to  have  published  it. 

Q.  Well,  why  ?  A.  Well,  I  told  him  that  it  seemed — so  many  statements 
in  it  seemed  extravagant  to  me — many  statements  in  it  seemed  extravagant;  I 
did  not  think  it  was  a  necessary  work  to  do;  and  his  reply  to  that — ^his  reply 
to  that — when  I  say  that  he  didn't  talk  to  me,  I  mean  that  he  didn't  open  the 
subject;  I  opened  the  subject  of  the  conversation;  his  reply  to  me  was,  that 
lie  did  it  as  a  friendly  act  to  Mrs.  Woodhull  from  the  manuscripts  furnished 
him  by  her  husband ;  that  it  was  simply  a  revision  by  him,  but  that 

Mr,    Tracy. — Well,  now,  Mr.  Moulton 

Mr.  Beach, --[To  Mr.  Tracy.]    Wait  1  wait  I  wait  I 

Judge  Netlson..— Let  him  state  the  conversation,  please. 

^Ifr.  Tracy. — I  did  not  ask  him  for  the  conversation. 

Judge  Neilron. — Go  on,  sir. 

Mr.  Emrts. — Let  us  get  it.  * 

The  Witness. — That  it  was  simply  a  revision  of  the  manuscript  of— of  her 
»husband,  and  that  he  thought  that  people  would  detect  his  handiwork  in  it, 
and  therefore  he  thought  he  would  put  his  name  to  it,  and  I  told  him  that  I 
didn't  think  (hat  that  was  a  very  good  reason.  He  said  he  would  take  the  re- 
sponsibility of  it,  and  that  was  the  sum  and  substance  of  it,  with  the  excep- 
tion— and  he  said  it  was  a  friendly  act ;  he  said  it  was  a  friendly  act,  and 
right,  in  the  interest  of  the  repression  of  the  scandal  against  Mr.  Beecber,  his 
wife,  and  himself;  it  was  in  the  interest  of  his  family  and  Mr.  Beecher  that  he 
had  done  it,  and  if  he  had  made  a  mistake,  why  that  was  all  there  was  of  it. 

Q.  Anything  more?    A.  No;  I  don't  remember  anything  more. 

Q.  Well  now,  do  you  recollect  that  he  ever  talked  to  you  about  it  ?  A.  I 
have  just  given 

Q.  Do  you  now  ?    A.  I  have  just  given  the  conversation. 

Q.  You  now  do  recollect  that  he  talked  with  you  on  the  subject  of  that 
Life  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  did  he  talk  to  you  about  the  effect  that  it  had  on  him  and  the 
effect  that  it  had  on  his  newspaper  ?    A.  No, 

Q.  He  did  not  ?    A.  No. 
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Q.  Did  you  talk  to  him  on  that  subject  ?  A.  I  told  bim  that  I  thought 
the  effect  of  it  would  be  disastrous  upon  the  paper. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  to  that  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  his  reply  to  that 
Q.  Did  he  make  any  at  all  ?    A.  He  may  have  made  it,  but  I  do  not  recol- 
lect it,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  what  the  effect  was  upon  the  paper  f 

Mr,  Beach. — Know  as  a  matter  of  fact  ? 

Mr.  Trdcy, — Yes,  sir;  that  is  the  question.  Do  you  know,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  what  the  effect  of  that  publication  was  upon  the  paper  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — I  understand  this  question,  if  your.  Honor  please,  not  as  call- 
ing for  a  judgment  or  opinion  of  the  witness,  but  that  he  is  asked  personal 
knowledge  of  a  fact  of  that  character. 

Mr.  Evarts, — It  is  not  necessary  to  explain;  we  would  like  to  hare  an 
answer. 

Mr.  Beach. — It  is;  yes,  sir.  I  want  the  witness  to  understand  what  it 
calls  for.  I  am  regular  and  I  am  in  order;  and  I  am  not  to  be  subdued  by 
this  objpction.  I  submit  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  instruct  a  witness, 
when  requested  by  counsel  that  the  interrogatory  put  calls  for  his  personal 
knowledge  of  the  fact  as  to  the  effect  produced  by  that  publication  on  Tki 
Golden  Age. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  that  is  so. 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  submit,  if  your  Honor  please,  it  is  time  enough  to  appeal 
to  the  Court  to  take  a  witness  from  the  hands  of  the  cross-examining  counsel 
to  explain  to  him,  when  the  witness  feels  the  need  of  explanation,  and  not 
when  the  counsel  does. 

Mr.  Beach, — It  is  not  when  the  counsel  feels  or  the  witness  feels.  If  the 
question  was  intended,  or  is  understood,  as  calling  for  the  opinion  or  judg- 
ment of  Jhe  witness,  then,  of  course,  we  shall  object  to  it,  and  it  is  only  for 
the  purpose  of  having  the  question  understood  by  your  Honor  and  the  wit- 
ness that  the  suggestion  is  made. 

Mr.  EvarU.  — Now  we  would  like  to  have  an  answer.  * 

[Question  read  by  the  stenographer.]  The  Witness, — Of  wbat  ?  That  was 
not  all  the  question,  was  it  ? 

Mr,  Tracy. — ^I^  seems  so.     That  is  what  he  has  read  to  you. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  is  a  peculiar  question  and  requires  some  consideration. 

The  Witness. — Will  you  read  the  question  again,  Mr.  Stenographer  ? 

[Question  again  read.] 

The  Witness.— Oi  what? 

Mr.  Tracy. — Of  the  publication  ?  A.  Of  the  publication  ?  I  don't  know, 
as  a  matter  of  fact. 

Q.  What  it  was?    A.  No. 

Q.  You  were  a  subscriber  at  the  time?  A.  I  took  the  paper  at  tbe 
time. 

Q.  I  mean  a  subscriber  to  the  fund  at  that  time?  A.  Subscriber  to  the 
fund  ?     Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Interested  in  that  enterprise  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  By  your  subscription  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  And  how  long  did  you  remain  so  interested  after  that  publication  f  A. 
I  don't  recollect,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — We  have  had  that;  we  have  been  over  that. 

Mr.  Tracy, — I  beg  your  Honor's  pardon,  we  have  not  had  the  time. 

Mr.  Bea4:h. — He  told  you  repeatedly  that  he  could  not  tell  you  the  time. 

Q.  Did  you  remain  a  week  after  that?  A.  I  don't  recollect  sir,  how 
long  I  remained. 

Q.  Will  you  swear  that  you  remained  a  week  after  that  publication  ?  A. 
I  can  not  fix  the  date  at  all ;  I  can  not  recollect  anything  about  it. 

Q.  Did  you  go  out  at  the  same  time  the  other  people  did  ?    A.  I  did. 

Q.  Now,  what  was  the  occasion  of  your  going  out  ?  A.  To  give  to  Mr. 
Tilton,  in  accordance  with  Mr.  Woodruff's  view  of  the  case,  the  sole  pro- 
prietorship of  the  paper.     As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  that  was  the  reason. 

Q.  And  upon  what  was  that  resolution  taken  to  give  to  Mr.  Tilton  the 
amount  of  subscription  already  paid  into  that  paper  ?  A.  Will  you  ask  the 
question  again. 

Q.  Upon  what  was  that  resolution  to  give  to  Mr.  Tilton  the  amount  of 
subscriptions  already  paid  in  in  that  paper  taken  ? 

Mr.  Morris. — He  has  answered  that  question  two  or  three  times. 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  question  has  not  been  put  before.  He  may  have 
answered  it. 

Mr,  MorrU. — Yes,  he  has.     He  said  it  was  the  suggestion 

Mr.  Evarts. — Now,  we  don't  want  that.         ^ 

Judge  Neilson. — Excuse  me,  Mr.  Evarts,  I  understand  this  perfectly.  I 
don't  need  any  instructions  about  it. 

Mr.  Evarts. — If  your  Honor  please 

Judge  Neilson. — You  generally  and  happily  aid  in  instructing  the  court. 
I  don't  happen  just  now  to  need  that. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — I  don't  rise  for  that  purpose,  now,  and  I  don't  Snow  that  I 
ever  did,  except  to  call  the  court's  attention  to  what  I  supposed 

Judge  Neilson. — I  have  had  the  pleasure  to  so  understand  it  when  you 
did  arise  before;  I  think  the  answer  to  this  question  may  be  given,  although 
it  has  been  answered  already. 

[Question  read  by  the  stenographer.] 

The  Witness. — Mr.  Woodruff  said  that  he  thought  it  would  be  better  for 

Theodore  Tilton  to  be  sole  proprietor  of  the  paper;  so  I 

Q.  Upon  what  occasion  did  he  say  that  ?  What  was  the  occasion  of  his 
Baying  that,  do  you  know  ?  A.  I  suppose  it  was  at  a  time  when  the  paper 
needed  the  further  subscriptions  that  were  called  for. 

Q.  Called  for  the  further  subscriptions  ?    A.  I  think  it  was. 

Q.  And  the  subscribers  were  not  going  to  pay  them  ?  A.  I  don't  know 
anything  a\)out  that. 

Q.  How  would  it  have  been  with  yours  ?    A.  I  should  have  paid  mine. 

Q.  If  the  others  had  not  ?    A.  If  the  others  had  not. 

Q.  Why  didn't  you  ?    A.  For  the  reason  that  I  have  stated. 

Q.  Was  it  not  the  suggestion  of  Mr.  Woodruff  that  the  subscribers  should 
not  pay  any  more  to  ihat  enterprise  ?    A.  I  didn't  so  understand  it. 
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Q.  You  did  not  so  understand  it  ?    A.  No,  sir;  not  to  me. 

Q.  That  was  the  effect  of  the  suggestion  when  it  was  carried  out. 

JUDQE  Neilson — That  we  know.     We  dou*t  need  to  illustrate  that. 

Q.  You  say  the  object  of  this  was  to  make  Mr.  Tilton  sole  proprietor  of 
that  paper.  Was  he  not  the  sole  proprietor  of  it  already  ?  A.  I  didnt  con- 
sider him  the  solo  proprietor  of  it. 

Q.  You  did  not  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  In  whose  name  was  that  property  ?    A.  Theodore  Tilton's,  I  suppose. 

Q.  Who  else  had  any  interest  in  its  profits  but  Theodore  Tilton  ?  A.  I 
don't  know  that  anybody  did. 

Q.  Or  its  losses  ?  A.  I  should  think  that  the  subscribers  did.  If  The 
Golden  Age  was  a  success  I  had  that  interest  in  it,  as  far  as  I  was  concerned. 

Q.  Had  you  in  the  success  of  Mr.  Tilton — ^in  his  ability  to  pay  f  A.  No. 
sir;  in  the  success  of  the  paper. 

Q.  Do  you  say  that  your  subscription — that  Theodore  Tilton's  notes  were 
payable  on  condition  that  tlie  paper  was  a  success?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think 
that  was  the  phraseology,  as  far  as  I  recollect. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  fact  you  stated  before. 

Mr.  Tracy, — I  had  reference  to  my  cross-examination. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  comment  was  unnecessary.  Interrogate  the  wit- 
ne%,  but  don't  make  observations.  I  take  it  that  you,  as  a  lawyer,  would 
very  likely  think,  in  equity,  that  persons  who  did  contribute  to  this  fund 
would  have  an  equitable  interest  in  that  establishment — could  some  day  close 
it  up — and  upon  this  frame  a  bill  to  that  effect,  but  this  witness  could  not  tell 
you  how  it  is. 

Mr.  Evarts. — It  is  purely  a  question  of  fact,  and  not  of  law.  The  ques- 
tion is  whether  they  had  any  participation  in  the  profits  of  this  enterprise  or 
its  losses.  I  believe  it  is  very  clear  that  if  the  affair  was  not  prosperous  Mr. 
Tilton  would  not  be  able  to  pay  them.  I  suppose  it  is  very  clear.  The 
court,  I  think,  has  got  it  wrong. 

Judge  Neilson. — Go  on,  Mri  Tracy. 

Q.  Will  you  tell  us  on  what  conditions  those  notes  were  payable,  or  to  be 
payable  ?     A.  Notes  that  Mr.  Tilton  gave  to  the  subscribers,  you  mean  f 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  I  think  payable  on  the  success  of  The  Golden  Age. 

Q.  Who  was  to  determine  that  question  ? 

Mr.  Beac/i. — I  object  to  the  form  of  that  question. 

Judge  Neilson. — [To  the  witness.]    Is  the  form  of  the  note  so  expressed  f 

The  Witnens, — ^I  don't  recollect  the  precise  expression,  your  Honor. 

Mr,  Tracy. — ^That  was  the  substance  of  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  These  notes  were  not  to  be  paid  except  in  case  The  Golden  Age  was  a 
success  ? 

Mr.  Beach, — That  is  a  matter  of  reason. 

Q.  Was  not  that  the  fact  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton. — That  has  been  stated  over  and  over  again. 

Judge  Neilson. — [To  the  witness.]  Is  that  so  that  the  notes  were  not  to 
be  paid  except  in  case  The  Golden  Age  was  a  success  ?  A.  Unless  The  Gaidar 
Age  was  a  success  they  were  not  to  be  payable. 
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Q.  That  you  so  understood  t    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Tracy, — Now  he  has  answered  the  question. 

Mr,  Morris. — He  answered  it  before  four  or  five  times. 

Mr,  Tracy, — Did  you  ever  talk  with  Theodore  Tilton  about  the  publica- 
tion of  the  poem  entitled  *'Sir  Ma:maduke^s  Musings,"  before  it  was  pub- 
lished ?  Did  you  know  it  until  you  read  it  in  the  publication  ?  A.  I  think 
not. 

Q.  How  long  after  the  publication  of  this  Life  was  the  Steinway  Hall 
meeting  ?   A.  I  don't  recollect  the  date  of  the  Steinway  Hall  meeting. 

Q.  It  is  said  to  be  November  20th.  Do  you  recollect  it  was  in  November  ? 
A.  November  20tli  of  what  year  ? 

Q.  1871  ?    A.  I  think  it  waH  in  November,  1871. 

Q.  You  had  made  the  acquaintance  of  Victoria  WoodhuU  some  time  in 
the  spring  previous,  you  say  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  How  often  had  you  seen  her  from  the  spring  until  the  Steinway  Hall 
meeting. 

Mr,  Beach. — ^I  think  Judge  Porter  went  over  that  question. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  he  did,  too. 

Mr.  Tracy, — If  he  asked  that  question,  I  will  not  ask  it  again. 

Mr,  Beach, — He  asked  numerous  questions  on  that  subject. 

Mr,  Tracy, — He  did  ask  some  questions  on  that  subjc^ct — some  general 
questions. 

Mr,  Beach, — They  were  very  specific  questions.  I  think  you  are  incor- 
rect. If  you  are  going  to  abandon  that  line  of  examination,  very  well;  but 
if  not,  I  insist  it  is  a  mere  repetition. 

Judge  Neilson. — Counsel  ought  not  to  repeat,  and  I  trust  he  will  not 
repeat,  if  he  can  avoid  it. 

Q.  How  often  was  Victoria  WoodhuU  at  your  house  during  the  year  1871 1 
A.  Well,  perhaps  four  or  five  times. 

Q.  How  often  did  she  dine  at  your  house  ? 

Mr,  Fidlerton, — This  has  all  been  gone  over. 

Judge  Neilson. — As  to  dining  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton, — Yes,  your  Honor;  it  has  been  fully  gone  over. 

Judos  Neilson. — Do  you  recollect  how  often  she  dined  with  you,  pre- 
suming she  did  dine  with  you  ? 

Mr,  Tracy. — ^I  think  he  said  once  to  me,  that  she  did  dine  with  hinu 

Judge  Neilson. — How  often  did  she  dine  with  you  ?  A.  I  don't  recol- 
lect how  many  times ;  I  guess  two  or  three  times. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Can  you  state  more  definitely  than  that  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  she  meet  your  wife  when  she  came  there  ?     A.  Yes,  she  did. 

Q.  Did  you  urge  your  wife  to  make  her  acquaintance  and  become  a  friend 
of  hers  ?    A.  I  did  to  become  friendly  to  her. 

Q.  How  often  was  she  there  in  1872  before  you  parted  company  with  her  ? 
A«  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  Well,  can  you  approximate  to  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  not  tell  about  hr)w  often  she  was  there  in  1872 1  A  No,  ut^ 
I  don't  recollect  that  she  was  there  in  1872. 
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Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  you  dou^t  recollect  whether  she  was  there  at  all  f 
A.  In  1872  ? 

Q.  I  am  content  with  tliat  answer  if  that  is  your  answer.  When  did  you 
see  her  last?  A.  I  forget  the  date  exactly.  It  was  in  the  spring  of  1872, 1  think. 

Q.  The  spring  of  1872  ?     A.  I  think  so;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  fix  about  the  date?  A.  1  think  it  was  in  April;  I  won't  be 
certain  about  that.     I  answered  Judge  Porter  that  question. 

Q.  Bid  you  see  her  last  in  company  with  Theodore  Tilton  ?  A.  I  think 
Theodore  Tilton  waa  with  me  on  that  occasion. 

Mr,  Morris, — Judge  Porter  went  minutely  over  all  this. 

The  Witness. — Yes.  sir;  he  did. 

Mr,  Morris, — All  these  questions  were  asked  over  and  over  again.  Is  it  in 
order  that  they  may  come  in  to-morrow  and  go  over  this  again,  and  so  con- 
tinue it  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  am  not  repeating  questions  I  asked. 

Mr.  Morris, — Yes,  but  you  are  repeating  questions  your  a.ssociate  asked : 
the  same  questions  and  the  same  subject  were  gone  over  minutely  by  Judge 
Porter. 

Judge  Neilson. — [To  Mr.  Tracy.]     You  are  about  through  with  that  f 

Mr.  Tnicy. — I  am  tot,  sir. 

Mr.  Morris. — We  object.  We  say  this  subject  was  gone  ovtr  minutely  by 
Judge  Porter,  and  exhausted  by  him.  • 

Mr,  Bench, — Not  only  that,  but  there  was  an  offensive  particularity  in  the 
questions  put  by  Judge  Porter  on  this  subject,  conveying  the  most  indecorous 
implication. 

Mr.  Etarts, — That  does  not  bear  on  this  question. 

Mr.  Bench. — Yes,  sir;  it  does. 

Mr.  FvVerton. — You  ought  to  have  a  suggestion  on  this  subject,  whether 
you  are  re-examining  him  on  the  subject  Judge  Porter  went  over. 

Mr.  Morris, — We  appeal  to  the  stenographer's  minutes,  and  say  he  is  going 
over  the  same  ground  that  has  been  gone  over  already. 

Judge  Neilson. — Mr.  Sheaiman,  have  you  the  book  here  ? 

Mr,  Evarts. — Yes,  sir;  we  will  look. 

Mr,  Tracy. — The  question  is  whether  he  parted  with  her  in  company  with 
Theodore  Tilton. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  mere  circumstance  would  not  prevent  you  from 
re-entering  on  the  general  subject. 

Mr.  Tracy, — Judge  Porter  didn't  examine  in  detail  on  this  subject  any 
more  than  he  did  on  any  other  that  I  am  aware  of. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  have  the  report  before  you.     Can  you  find  it  ? 

Mr,  Shearman, — It  will  take  some  time  ? 

Mr,  Beach, — Yes,  sir,  it  will  take  some  time;  it  is  quite  protracted. 

Mr,  Shearman, — We  will  state  the  substance  of  it. 

Mr,  Fullertoa. — ^I  can  state  it  from  memory. 

Mr,  Emrts, — We  will  look  at  it  to  see. 

Judge  Neilson. — Gen.  Tracy,  pass  that  subject,  and  we  will  look  at  tilut 
in  the  meantime. 
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Jfr.  Beach. — ^Well,  perhaps  the  next  question  will  not  be  objectionable; 

Mr,  Shearman, — ^Mr.  Tracy  suggests  to  me  it  was  not  covered  by  Judge 
Porter^s  examination. 

Mr.  Tracy, — My  last  question  was  preliminary  to  the  question  I  am  now 
about  to  put.  Did  you  and  Mr.  Tilton  have  any  difficulty  with  her  at  the 
time  you  last  saw  her  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  that  we  did. 

Q.  Was  it  the  occasion  of  the  article  known  as  **Tit  for  Tat "  that  you 
saw  her  at  that  time  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  any  such  article  at  that  time. 

Q.  You  don't  recollect  any  such  article  at  that  time?  A.  No,  sir;  not  at 
that  time. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  the  article  called  **Tit  for  Tat  ?  "  A.  I  never  saw 
such  an  article. 

Q.  You  never  were  present  at  any  interview  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mrs. 
Victoria  Woodhull  when  that  was  the  subject  of  conversation  ?  A.  No,  sir; 
not  that  I  recollect  of. 

Mi\  Tracy, — Then  that  answers  this  question  on  that  subject. 

Mr,  FuUerton.—.!  suppose  so. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  the  article  called  *»  Tit  for  Tat  ?  " 

Mr.  Ffdierton. — He  said  twice  he  never  did. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  don't  remember  that.  Did  you  ever  hear  of  an  article  from 
Mr.  Tilton  which  Mrs.  Victoria  Woodhull  proposed  to  publish,  called  *'Tit 
for  Tat  ?  "    A.  I  don't  recollect  of  ever  having  heard  of  it  from  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  hear  from  Mr.  Tilton  of  an  article  proposed  to  be  pub- 
lished by  Mrs.  Woo«lhull,  which  she  sent  around  for  private  circulation, 
threatening  to  publish  in  it  the  names  of  certain  ladies  that  were  mentioned  f 
A.  Did  I  ever  hear  of  that  article  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir;  from  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  ever  heard  of  it 
from  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  And  you  never  had  any  interview  with  Mrs.  Woodhull  on  the  subject 
of  such  an  article  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  ever  did. 

Q.  Was  the  last  interview  that  you  had  with  her  friendly  ?  A.  It  was,  as 
far  as  I  was  concerned,  a  friendly  interview. 

Q.  Was  it,  as  far  as  she  was  concerned  ?    A.   Yes,  sir;  I  think  it  was. 

Q.  Was  it  also  friendly  on  the  part  of  Mr,  Tilton  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect 
that  it  was  unfriendly. 
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Fbaivgis  D.  Moulton  recalled,  and  the  cross-examination  resumed. 

Mr,  Traey, — ^Mr.  Moulton,  did  you  advise  the  defendant  to  preside  for 
Mrs.  Woodhull  at  the  Steinway  Hall  meeting  ?    A.  I  don't  think  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  furnished  with  her  speech  in  print  before  the  meeting  ?  A. 
I  was  not,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  have  it  in  your  possession  before  that  time  ?  A.  I  did  not, 
fir. 


644  TESTIMONY    OF    F.    D.    MOULTON.  [UthDay. 

Q,  Did  you  ever  see  it  before  that  ?    A.  I  did  not,  sir. 

Q.  "Was  Mr.  Tilton  furnished  with  it  in  your  presence  ?    A.  Never, 

Q.  Did  you  see  it  in  manuscript  ?    A.  Never. 

Q.  Was  it  furnished  to  Mr.  Tilton  in  your  presence  in  manuscript  f    A 
Never. 

Q.  Was  any  paper  furnished  him  which  was  said  to  be  her  speech  that 
she  was  to  deliver  at  the  Steinway  Hall  meeting  ?     A.  In  my  presence,  sir! 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.   Never. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  it  in  Mr.  Tilton's  presence  ?     A.  I  never  did. 

Q.  In  Mr.  Tilton's  possession  ?     A.  I  never  did. 

Q.  Were  you  ever  present  when  Mrs.  Woodhull  and  yourself  and  Tilton 
were  present,  when  Mr.  Tilton  ur*?ed  Mr.  Beechcr  to  preside  at  the  Steinway 
Hall  meeting?  A.  I  don't  recollect,  sir,  that  I  ever  heard  Mr.  Tilton  urge 
Mr.  Beecher  to  preside.  I  think  I  have  a  letter,  General  Tracy,  from  Mrs. 
"Woodhull  to  Mr.  Beecher  on  that  subject. 

Q.  That  has  been  introduced,  hasn't  it  ?  A.  I  don't  know  whether  it  has 
or  not. 

Mr.  Tranj. — I  think  it  has,  has  it  not,  Mr.  Beach  ? 

Mr,  Beac^i. — The  letter  of  Mr.  Beecher  in  answer  to  it,  or  proposed  letter, 
has  been  introduced. 

T/ie  Wif7iess. — It  is  a  proposed  answer  to  another  letter,  Mr.  Beach. 

Q.  Did  you  and  Mr.  Tilton  ever  take  Mrs.  "Woodhull  into  the  presence 
of  Mr.  Beecher  and  attempt — undertake  to  persuade  him  to  preside  at  that 
meeting  ?  A.  Will  you  ask  the  question  again.  Gen.  Tracy  ?  [Question 
repeated.] 

A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  remember  any  such  occasion  as  that. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  go  into  his  presence  together,  you  three,  for  that  pur- 
pose ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  whether  we  three  went,  Mr.  Tracy,  but  I  recollect 
that  Mrs.  W^oodhull  and  myself  were  in  Mr.  Beecher's  presence. 

Q.  Well,  I  am  talking  about  you  and  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mrs.  WoodhuU. 
Did  you  ever  hear  Mr.  Tilton,  in  the  presence  of  yourself  and  Mrs.  Woodhull, 
say  to  Mr.  Beecher,  *'  Mr.  Beecher,  some  day  you  have  got  to  fall.  Go  and 
introduce  this  woman  and  win  the  radicals  of  the  country  and  it  will  break 
your  fall  ?"    A.  I  don't  remember  ever  having  heard  that,  sir. 

Q.  You  were  never  present  at  any  such  interview,  to  your  knowledge  ?  A. 
No,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  present  at  the  Steinway  Hall  meeting?    A.  I  was;  yea,  air. 

Q.  Did  you  go  there  in  company  with  Mr,  Tilton  ?    A.  I  did. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Tilton  preside  ?    A.  He  introduced  Mrs.  Woodhull. 

Q.  Well,  did  he  preside  ?     A.  To  that  extent. 

Q.  Who  occupied  the  chair  ?  A.  I  think  he  did,  sir.  Is  that  what  you 
mean  by  presiding  ? 

Q.  I  leave  that  for  you  to  determine,  what  you  mean  by  presiding.  A.  I 
want  to  answer  your  question  properly,  that  is  all.     I  beg  pardon,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  occupy  the  chair  and  introduce  Mrs.  Woodhull  on  that  occa- 
Bion  ?  A.  He  introduced  Mrs.  Woodhull,  and  then  occupied  the  d|air 
afterwards. 
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Q.  Well,  he  did  not  take  the  chair  before  introducing  Mrs.  Woodball  f 
A.  I  remember  his  walking  to  the  front  of  the  platform  with  his  overcoat  in 
liis  hand,  and  introducing  lier.  That  is  my  recollection  of  it.  I  am  giving  it 
us  I  remember  it. 

Q.  Did  you  listen  to  her  speech  that  night  ?  A.  To  almost  all  of  it.  I 
don't  know  that  I  heard  the  whole  of  it. 

Q.  What  was  the  subject  of  that  speech  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect,  sir,  what 
the  subject  was;  I  don't  recollect  what  she  called  the  title  of  her  speech. 

Q.   Well,  you  heard  it  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Don't  you  remember  on  what  subject  it  was,  what  subject  she  dis- 
cussed in  that  speech  ?  A.  Well,  I  can  not  recollect,  sir,  definitely  enough 
to  state  it  accurately. 

Q.  Can't  you  state  the  point  of  the  speech  ?  A.  It  was  the  relation  of 
man  to  woman,  I  guess,  and  woman  to  man,  as  near  as  I  can  state  it,  and 
woman  to  society. 

Q.  Wasn't  it  on  the  marriage  relation  ?  A.  I  really  don't  recollect,  sir, 
whether  that  was  the  title  or  not, 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  you  about  the  title.  A.  You  asked  me  what  the  speech 
was  on,  whether  it  was  on  the  marriage  relation. 

Q.  Yes;  I  asked  you  whether  the  -i^ubject  of  her  speech  was  not  the 
marriage  relation  ?    A.  That,  I  say,  I  can  not  tell  you. 

Q.  You  can't  tell  that  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  think  you  have  gone  fai  enough  with  that,  Mr. 
Tracy. 

Q.  Was  it  not  what  is  called  the  doctrines  of  free  love  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — General,  do  you  wish  to  go  into  that  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^I  do. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^If  you  do,  I  will  spend  all  day,  but  I  don't  think  it  is 
pertinent. 

Mr.  Tracy. — We  would  not  have  asked  the  question  unless  we  had  thought 
it  pertinent.  ^ 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  it  is  not,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — We  bow  to  the  opinion  of  the  court. 

Judge  Neilson. — My  view  is  simply  this:  if  Mr.  Tilton,  before  he  intro- 
duced  that  speaker,  knew  what  the  speech  was,  had  seen  it,  or  had  been 
furnished  with  it,  and  then  introduced  her,  he  would  be  responsible  for  what 
WHS  said ;  but  if  he  did  not  know  what  the  subject  was,  the  mere  fact  of 
his  introducing  the  speaker  does  not  make  him  responsible  for  what  followed ; 
it  does  not  affect  it.     That  is  my  view  of  it. 

Mr.  Tracy. — We  can  only  show  one  fact  at  a  time,  your  Honor.  Wo 
show  that  he  introduced  her,  and  heard  the  speech.  Then  we  may  show  by 
other  witnesses  that  he  knew  what  tRe  speech  was  to  be  before  it  was  de- 
livered. 

Judge  Neilson. — When  you  can  do  that,  resume  this  subject. 

Mr.  Tracy, — And  recall  this  witness  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Any  way  you  please. 
.   Mr,  Tracy. — We  desire  to  have  this  question  answered  now. 
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Judge  Neilson. — I  rule  it  out. 

Mr.  Traqf, — You  Honor  will  note  our  exception. 

Mr,  EvarU. — Will  the  stenographer  read  the  question  ? 

[The  stenographer  read  the  question  as  follows] :  **  Q.  Was  it  not  on  whit 
is  called  the  doctrines  of  free  love  ?  '* 

Mr,  Evarts, — Is  that  objected  to  on  the  other  side  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — I  do  not  understand  it  is.     I  objected  to  it, 

Mr.  Evarts. — Your  Honor  will  note  our  exception. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  will. 

Mr,  Etarts.  —  Four  Honor  directs  it  not  to  be  answered  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — I  do. 

Mr,  Ecarts, — And  we  except. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Do  you  know  whether  the  friendly  relations  between  Mr. 
Til  ton  and  Mrs.  Wood  hull  continued  after  that  speech  ?  A.  I  think  they  did, 
sir.  What  was  the  date  of  the  speech,  sir  ?  What  was  the  date  of  the 
WoodiiuU  speech,  if  you  please? 

Q.  Nov.  20th,  1871?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  your  friendly  relations  with  Mrs.  WoodhuU  continue  after  that 
speech  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  bid  you  have  her  at  your  house  after  that  speech  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect 

Q.  You  don't  recollect  ?    A.  No. 

Q  Do  you  recollect  that  you  did  not?  A.  I  haven't  any  recollection 
about  it,  sir. 

Q.  You  speak  of  a  day  when  Mrs.  Woodhull  was  at  your  bouse,  when  the 
subject  of  her  speech  was  talked  of.  Was  Mr.  Til  ton  present  at  your  boose 
on  that  day  ?    A.  He  was  there,  I  think,  sir. 

Q.  With  her  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  whether  he  was  with  her  or  not,  sir. 

Q.  Was  he  in  the  house  and  in  her  presence  that  day  ?  A.  I  think  he  saw 
her  on  that  day;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  conversed  with  her  ?    A.  I  think  he  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  he  went  away  with  her  ?  A.  I  don't  reoullect 
that,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Now  I  renew  the  question  that  I  put  before. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  may  answer  it  now. 

[The  stenographer  read  the  question.] 

A.  I  don't  know  precisely  the  doctrines  of  free  love,  and  therefore  I  can 
not  answer  that  question.  I  should  suppose  that  the  public  construed  it  so, 
sir,  if  you  will  allow  that. 

Q.  You  mean  by  the  public,  the  people  who  heard  it,  don't  you  f 

Mr.  Beach. — Well,  we  don't  want  his  supposition  as  to  what  others  con- 
strued it. 

Mr.  EvarU, — Well,  that  is  enough. 

Q.  You  have  stated  that  you  was  Mr.  Moulton's  attorney  for  the  collec- 
tion of  the  Bowen  claim  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — Mr.  Tilton's  attorney,  I  suppose  you  mean  ? 

Mr.  Tra/iy, — ^Mr.  Tilton's  attorney  for  the  collection  of  the  Bowen  claim. 

Mr,  Beach. — He  didn't  state  that.     He  said  he  had  that  authority. 
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Mr,  JforrU. — The  authority  has  been  introduced,  and  he  said  that  he  had 
the  authority. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^And  the  power  of  attorney  is  in  evidence,  isn't  it. 

The  Witness. — No,  sir. 

Mr.  Morris. — He  said  he  didn't  know  whether  you  would  consider  it  an 
attorney  or  not. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  mean  the  attorney  in  fact. 

Judge  Neilson.  —The  very  question  was  put  to  him  before  and  he  was 
troubled  about  the  word  *^ attorney." 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^Well,  agent,  then. 

The  Witness. — Mr.  Til  ton  authorized  me — which  is  the  fact — generally  to 
settle  his  claim  with  Mr.  Bowen. 

Q.  Did  you  undertake  the  charge  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  did. 

Q.  To  collect  that  claim  of  Mr.  Bowen  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  did. 

Q.  When  did  he  authorize  you  first  ?  A.  About  January  Ist  or  2d;  Jan- 
nary  Ist,  I  think.     The  letter  will  shoA*,  sir. 

Q.  And  in  pursuance  of  that  authority  did  you  see  and  have  an  interview 
with  Mr.  Bowen  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  present  Mr.  Tilton's  claim  to  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  amount  did  you.  demand  of  him  ?  A.  I  think  it  was  something 
like  $7,000. 

Q.  What  was  liis  answer  to  the  claim  when  you  presented  it  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  don't  think  that  is  material,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson, — As  they  have  a  right  to  ask  whether  it  was  presented,  I 
think  they  muy  take  the  answer  that  Mr.  Bowen  made  as  a  part  of  the  aame 
thing.     It  is,  I  believe,  not  very  material. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Of  course,  and  we  may  follow  it  up  by  showing  that  it 
was  a  good  cluim  and  all  paid  for. 

Mr.  Emrts. — The  materiality,  your  Honor  will  see,  will  depend  upon  what 
the  answer  was. 

Mr.  Tracy. — What  was  his  answer  to  the  claim  ?  A.  He  said  he  didn't 
think  he  owed  Mr.  Tilton  any  money,  and  that  he  would  arbitrate  if  I  thought 
he  did. 

Q.  Why? 

Mr.  Emrts. — Did  he  say  ? 

Mr.  I'rncy. — Did  he  say  why  he  didn't  think  he  owed  Mr.  Tilton  any  money  f 

Mr,  Beach. — Are  those  declarations  to  be  permitted,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — We  took  them  the  other  day,  and  this  same  answer. 

Mr.  Beach. — What  if  we  did,  sir  ?  That  is  another  reason  why  it  should 
not  be  received  to-day.  But  I  submit  to  your  Honor  that  it  is  entirely  imma- 
terial what  Mr.  Bowen  may  have  said  in  regard  to  the  reasons  why  he  re- 
sisted that  claim. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  so,  too. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Our  view,  if  your  Honor  please,  is  simply  this:  that  Mr. 
Tilton,  having  put  3Ir.  Moulton  as  his  representative  in  ihe  prosecution — pre- 
sentation, prosecution,  negotiation  and  settlement  of  that  claim,  what  pass  d 
between  Mr.  Bowen  and  the  other  side  and  this  witness  is  as  if  it  passed 


648  TESTIMOIiT    OF    F.    D.    MOULTON.  [14th  Day. 

between  Mr.  Bowen  and  Mr.  Tilton ;  and  that  we  have  the  same  right  to 
show  it  as  if  the  conversation  was  between  Mr.  Bowen  and  Mr.  Tilton. 

Judge  Neilson. — So  far  as  it  relates 

Mr.  Exarts. — 80  far  as  it  relates  to  the  subject.  That  is  our  view,  and  if 
your  Hoi) or  excludes  that  view  as  suitable,  tlien  it  comes  under  some  other 
rule  of  law;  but  that  is  our  proposition. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  thinlc  you  may  answer  that. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Are  we  to  try  the  merits  of  that  controversy?  The 
validity  of  that  claim  did  not  depend  at  all  upon  what  Mr.  Bowen  said  of  it. 
Are  we  to  go  into  the  trial  of  that  claim  over  again  ? 

Judge  Xeilson. — Of  course,  it  is  going  to  the  extreme.  Mr.  Bowen 
might  say  many  things  that  a  gentleman  ought  not  to  say  on  being  presented 
with  that  claim. 

Mr.  FnlUrton. — Well,  your  Honor,  they  will  c(mttnd  upon  the  other  side 
that  this  claim  was  unfouuded,  because  Mr.  Bowen  probably  said  at  that 
time  it  was  unfounded. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  has  not  said  that.  He  said  Bowen  said,  he  didn^t 
owe  him  any  money,  the  other  day. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — Now,  if  that  is  proved  in  this  case,  why,  it  is  necessary 
for  lis  to  disprove  it  by  showing  it  was  u  legitimate  claim,  and  introduce 
these  contracts  in  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  determining  that  question. 
Your  Honor  will  perceive  that  Mr.  Bowen  could  not  create  a  defense  on  that 
occasion  to  this  claim.  Suppose  he  had  alleged  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  broken 
his  contracts,  it  would  not  establish  the  fact.  Suppose  he  had  alleged  the 
contracts  were  forgeries,  it  would  not  have  established  the  fact.  We  certainly 
can  not  go  into  that  side  issue  here,  although  we  have  not  any  apprehension 
as  to  the  result,  but  we  have  got  enough  on  our  hands  here  without  trying 
that  cause  over  again,  which  has  been  settled  by  arbitration,  as  we  all  very 
well  know. 

Mr.  Evarts. — It  will  be  time  to  question  our  right  to  try  that  cause  over 
again  when  we  attempt  to  do  so.  It  is  not  likely  that  we  shall;  we  have  no 
occasion  to  try  it  over  again.     Your  Honor  has  ruled  on  the  question. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  will  answer,  Mr.  Moulton,  with  es(>ecial  care  tc 
the  question  of  the  claim  and  its  validity,  and  not  extraneous  matters. 
What  answer  do  you  make  ?    A.  What  is  the  question  ? 

[The  stenographer  read  the  question.] 

A.  No,  he  did  not  say  w^hy,  sir.  He  said  he  did  not  think  he  owed  Mr. 
Tilton  any  money,  and  if  I  thought  he  did,  he  would  be  willing  to  arbitrate. 

Q.  When  was  that  interview  ?  A.  It  was  in  the  first  part  of  January,  be* 
tween  January  1st  and  January  10th,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  the  uext  step  you  took  after  that  in  the  collection  of  this 
claim?  A.  I  saw  Mr.  Bowen  at  my  house;  he  came  there;  he  came  to  the 
house  and  said  again  that  he  was  willing  to  arbitrate,  and  although  Mr.  Til- 
ton had  told  me,  in  the  meantime,  that  he  was  perfectly  willing  to  arbitrate, 
I  said  that  I  did  not  want  to  arbitrate,  and  I  said,  **Mr.  Bowen,  this  is  my 
reason.  The  contract  provides — there  is  a  specific  provision  in  the  contract 
with  regard  to  the  termination  of  it  in  the  way  that  you  have  terminated  it 
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The  contract  has  a  plain  provision — has  several  plain  provisions  alluding  to 
its  termination;  that  is,  it  can  he  terminated  at  the  end  of  six  months  by 
notice,  without  the  payment  of  any  penalty ;  or  it  can  be  terminated  by 
death,  or  it  can  be  terminated  at  once  by  tlie  payment  of  a  certain  sum  of 
money/'  I  forget  what  that  was  now ;  I  think  it  is  $2,500  or  $3,000.  What- 
ever it  was,  I  mentioned  it  to  him;  it  was  mentioned  in  the  contract.  He 
said  that  he  thought  the  contract  required  arbitration ;  that  there  was  a  pro- 
vision in  the  contract  that  if  there  was  any  diffei*ence  between  tha  editor  of 
the  paper  and  the  publisher,  that  then  the  contract  provided  that  the  inter- 
pretation of  the  contract  with  reference  to  that  difference  should  be  sub- 
mitted to  arbitration;  and  I  said  to  him:  '*  Mr.  Bo  wen,  that  provision — that 
section  of  the  contract  is  with  regard  to  the  interpretation  of  Mr.  Tilton's 
duties  towards  you  as  publisher — his  duties  as  editor  towards  you  as  pub- 
lisher, and  of  your  duties  as  publisher  towards  him  as  editor.  There  is  a  dif- 
ference between  that  clause  and  the  one  following  it,  which  is  a  plain  pro- 
vision for  the  payment  of  so  much  money  on  the  breaking  of  the  contract. 
Now,  on  that  ground  I  don't  want  to  arbitrate. ''  And  there  is  another 
ground  that  was  expressed  to  him,  which,  if  you  want  me  to  tell  you,  I  will. 

Q.  You  may  state  what  you  expressed  to  him,  now.     A.  That  is  about  it. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  to  that?  A.  He  objected  again;  he  said  he  was  per- 
fectly willing  to  arbitrate. 

Q.  Did  he  say  that  he  owed  Mr.  Tilton  no  money  at  that  time  ?  A.  No, 
sir;  I  don't  think  he  said  he  owed  Mr.  Tilton  no  money.  He  was  willing  to 
leave  the  matter  to  arbitration. 

Q.  He  was  not  willing  to  pay,  however,  without  arbitration,  was  he  f 
A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  bring  a  suit  against  him  for  the  claim  ?  A.  No ;  Mr.  Tilton 
did,  I  believe,  subsequently. 

Q.  Well,  did  ^ou  direct  the  bringing  of  the  suit  ?  A.  No;  Mr.  Tilton,  I 
believe,  commenced  the  suit. 

Q.  You  did  not  confer  with  counsel  on  that  subject  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I 
conferred  with  counsel  on  that  subject. 

Q.  Or  employed  them  yourself  ?  A.  No;  I  didn't  employ  them  or  pay 
thenu 

Q.  Then  Tilton  afterwards  commenced  the  suit  against  Bowen  ?  A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  about  what  time  ?  A.  I  forget  the  exact  time.  I  think 
I  have  got  a  letter. 

Q.  Approximate  to  the  time  as  nearly  as  you  can.  A.  It  was  in  the  latter 
part  of  1871,  or  the  beginning  of  1872,  I  think. 

Q.  How  many  interviews  have  you  had  with  Mr.  Bowen  on  the  subject  of 
this  claim,  between  the  time  of  the  last  interview  mentioned  by  you  and  the 
commencement  of  this  suit?  A.  I  don't  know ;  several,  sir;  I  do  not  know 
how  many. 

Q.  A  good  many  had  you  not  ?    A.  Not  a  very  great  many ;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Didn't  he  ever  say  to  you,  in  any  of  those  conversations,  that  he 
thought  he  had  good  cause  for  breaking  his  contracts  with  Tilton  ?     A.  He 
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said  that  he  thought — on  the  first  morning  that  I  saw  him,  that  was  the  cod- 
versation — he  said,  I  think,  the  first  morning  that  I  saw  him,  that  he  thought 
he  didn't  owe  Tilton  any  money. 

Q.  The  question  is  not  that — ^the  question  I  put  to  you  ?  A.  Well,  I  wiH 
explain  the  answer,  if  you  please. 

Mr.  Evarts, — Go  on.     A.  I  have  explained  it,  sir. 

Mr.  Traey, — I  will  put  you  this  question ;  didn't  Mr.  Bowen,  at  any  inter- 
view that  you  had  with  him,  say  that  he  thought  he  had  good  cause  for 
breaking  his  contract  with  Mr,  Tilton  ? 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  is  already  answered. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Now,  did  he  ever  state  to  you,  in  any  of  those  conversatione, 
why  he  thought  he  had  cause  for  breaking  Mr.  Tilton's  contract  ?  A.  I  do 
not  recollect,  sir,  that  he  stated  to  me  the  cause. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  that  he  did  not  ?  A.  I  haven't  any  recollection  on 
the  subject,  sir;  whether  he  told  me  the  causes,  now  or  not;  I  do  not  think  be 
did. 

Q.  Was  there  a  period,  when,  after  the  suit  was  brought,  you  and  Mr. 
Bowen  ceased  to  have  conversations  in  regard  to  the  settlement  of  this  claim  f 
A.  After  the  suit  was  brought,  sir,  I  think  I  did  not  see  Mr.  Bowen  at  all. 

Q.  Did  not  see  him  at  all  ?  A.  I  do  not  think  I  did,  sir;  I  do  nof  remem- 
ber of  ever  having  seen  him. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  of  seeing,  at  any  time  prior  to  this  settlement  of  this 
claim,  an  article  known  as  the  **  Golden  Age  Article,"  which  had  been  pre- 
pared for  print,  embodying  the  letter  of  Mr.  Tilton  to  Mr.  Bowen,  dated  Jan. 
1st,  1871  ?     A.  It  is  rather  a  long  question. 

[Question  repeated  by  the  stenographer.]  A.  I  remember  having  seen  a 
proof  of  an  article  for  T/te  Golden  Age,  corrected  by  Oliver  Johnson,  sir,  I 
think,  with  that  letter  in  it ;  yes,  sir. 

Q,  Incorporating  that  letter  in  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  that  article  ever  published  in  The  Golden  Age  f  A.  No,  I  think 
not ;  don't  recollect  that  it  ever  was. 

Q.  [Paper  handed  to  witness.]  I  call  your  attention,  Mr.  Moulton,  to  the 
article  on  that  paper,  headed:  **  A  Personal  Statement,"  Will  you  look  at  it, 
and  see  if  that  is  the  article  you  refer  to  ?  A.  I  have  the  article  that  I  refer 
to  in  the  papers  here;  I  would  like  to  refer  to  it  and  compare  them;  I  can 
tell  then  positively. 

Q,  Look  at  that.     [Another  paper  handed  to  witness.] 

The  Witnetts. — Do  you  only  want  me  to  look  at  the  first  part  of  it  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  want  you  to  satisfy  yourself  whether  it  is  the  article  you  saw. 

Mr.  Fnllerton. — Whether  it  is  the  paper  you  saw — that  is  the  question. 

Mr.  Tracy. — No. 

Mr.  Beach. — ^Well,  Mr.  Pearsall,  you  had  belter  read  one. 

Mr.  Morris. — Yes ;  go  on  and  compare,  [ilr.  Pearsall  here  read  a  paper  to 
the  witness  in  an  undertone,  while  the  witness  examined  the  paper  in  hiB 
hand.] 

The  Witness. — There  seems  to  be  a  disagreement  between  these—  between 
the  first  paragraphs. 
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Jfr.  FuUertoTu-^'WeW^  then,  yoo  can  answer  the  question  without  explain- 
ing it. 

The  Witness. — ^What  is  the  question  ? 

Mr,  Tracy. — Now.  will  you  answer  the  question,  whether  you  ever  saw  the 
article,  that  is  in  print — the  printed  article  that  is  attached  to  the  paper  I 
handed  you  ?    A.  May  I  look  at  the  whole  paper  ? 

Q.  If  you  want  to,  yes;  if  it  is  necessary  in  order  to  tell  whether  you  ever 
saw  that  article  ?  A.  Well,  I  think  I  saw  the  article  that  was  appended  to 
the  tripartite  covenant.  That  is  the  reason  I  asked  you  if  I  coald  look  at  the 
whole  paper,  Mr.  Tracy.     Now,  Mr.  Pearsall,  will  you  follow  the  reading  ? 

Mr.  Pearsall. — ^I  will  read  it.  [Reading  and  comparison  resumed  by  Mr. 
Fearsall  and  the  witness.] 

The  Witness. — Now,  what  is  the  question  ?  Do  you  want  this  back,  Mr. 
Tracy? 

Mr,  Tracy. — Now,  are  you  able  to  say  whether  you  ever  saw  this  printed 
article  that  is  attached  to  this  paper  before  ?  A.  I  can't  swear,  sir,  specific- 
ally, whether  I  ever  saw  that  or  not;  I  saw  something  like  it. 

Q.  The  paper  that  I  have  presented  to  you  is  what  is  kno^n  as  the  triparito 
agreement,  isn't  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  present  at  that  arbitration  ?  A.  I  believe  I  was  present  at 
that  arbitration ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  present  when  this  paper  was  signed  ?  A.  I  was  not  present 
when  it  was  signed. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  it  before  ?  A.  I  think  I  have  seen  the  paper  bef ore- 
yes,  sir;  Mr.  Beech er  was  not  there,  sir,  at  that  interview;  so,  therefore,  I 
did  not  see  it  signed. 

Q.  I  did  not  ask  why  you  did  not  see  it  ?  A.  Well,  I  was  only  telling 
you  why. 

Q.  When  did  you  see  it  first,  do  you  think  ?    A.  When  did  I  see  it  first  ? 

Q.  Yes  ?    A.  That  paper  I  think  I  saw  for  the  first  time  that  night,  sir. 

Q.  Was  the  printed  paper  attached  to  it  at  that  time  ?  A.  I  don't  remem- 
ber whether  it  was  or  not,  distinctly. 

Q.  Didn't  you  examine  it  that  night  as  carefully  as  you  have  here  to-day  ? 
A.  My  impression  is  that  the  printed  paper  was  attached  to  it ;  I  can't  swear 
whether  I  examined  it  specifically  or  not. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  it  was  attached  to  it  ?  A.  No ;  I  could  not  swear 
that  it  was. 

Q.  Didn't  you  furnish  it  ?    A.  Didn't  I  furnish  it  ? 

Q.  Yes  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  I  did. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  you  did  not  ?  A.  I  haven't  any  recollection  aa 
to  whether  I  did  or  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  where  that  article  came  from,  that  printed  paper  that  is 
attached  to  the  tripartite  agreement  ?  A.  I  could  not  swear,  sir,  as  to  where 
it  came  from. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  the  plaintiff  furnished  it  ?  A.  Whether  Mr. 
Tilton  furnished  it  ? 

Q.  Ye.«  ?    A.  I  don't  know  whether  he  did  or  not. 
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Q.  Did  you  ever  see  this  printed  article  in  anybody  else's  hands,  besides 
Mr.  Tilton  or  yourself,  unattached  to  this  paper?    A.  That  printed  article  t 

Q.  Yes  ?    A.  I  can't  swear  that  I  ever  saw  that  printed  article. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  what  is  known  as  the  **  OoM^n  Age  Article  "  1  A. 
Yes,  and  I  have  just  had  the— I  have  just  pro<luced  the  one  that  I  saw. 

Q.  In  anybody  else's  hands  besides  yours  and  Theodore  Tilton's  f  A, 
Yes ;  in  Mr.  Beecher-s  hands. 

Q.  In  Mr.  Beecher's  hands?    A.  In  Mr.  Beecher's  hands;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  With  the  exception  of  the  three  that  you  have  named,  did  you  ever  see 
it  in  anyone  else's  hands  ?  A.  I  can't  swear  whether  it  was  ever  in  anybody 
else's  hands  or  not. 

Q.  I  did  not  ask  you  that ;  I  asked  you  whether  you  ever  saw  it  ?    A.  In 

anybody  else's  hands  ? 

Q.  Yes  ?    A.  I  can't  swear  that  I  ever  saw  it  in  anybody  else's  hands. 

Q.  You  have  no  recollection  of  ever  seeing  it  in  any  one  else's  hands  ?  A. 
Except  in  Mr.  Beecher's,  Mr.  Tilton's  and  myself? 

Q.  Yes.     A.  I  think  in  >Ir.  Claflin's. 

Q.  In  your  presence  ?    A.  Yes;  in  my  presence. 

Q.  During  the  arbitration  ?  A.  No ;  I  don't  think  during  the  arbitration 
— ^before  the  arbitration. 

Q.  Before  the  arbitration  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  'Sir,  Claflin  was  given  an 
article  by  somebody. 

Q.  How  long  before  the  arbitration?  A.  Oh!  some  time  before  the 
arbitration. 

Q.  By  whom  was  be  given  the  article  f  A.  I  don^t  recollAct  by  whom  it 
was  given  to  him. 

Q.  Don't  you  recollect  whether  you  gave  it  to  him  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect 
whether  Mr.  Bcecher  handed  him  a  copy  of  it,  or  whether  Mr.  Tilton  handed 
him  a  copy  of  it,  or  whether  I  did. 

Q.  Were  there  two  different  articles  printed  from  the  office  of  T/te  Ooldcn 
Age,  embodying  this  letter  of  January  1st  ?  A.  The  article,  sir,  that  I 
remember  to  have  seen  is  this  proof  which  I  produce  here. 

Q.  Answer  my  question  ?  A.  I  will  try  to ;  I  am  endeavoring  to ;  I  want 
to  answer  you  courteously. 

Q.  Now,  I  ask  you  if  there  were  two  different  articles  printed  from  The 
Qclden  Age  office  embodying  this  letter  of  January  1st  ?  A.  I  don't  know  of 
any  two  different  articles  except  .this  one  that  you  have  in  your  possession 
and  this  one  here,  which  seems  to  be  different.  I  can  not  answer  the  question, 
sir,  without  answering  it  in  that  way,  intelligently,  I  submit  to  the  Court 

Q.  Will  you  pass  up  that  paper?  A.  Yes,  sir;  Mr.  Morris  has  it.  Is 
there  any  other  way,  your  Honor,  in  which  I  can  answer  the  question  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  think  there  is,  sir. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Now,  Mr.  Tilton's  signature  is  to  this  paper,  isn't  it  ?  A.  I 
will  see,  sir.     [Paper  banded  to  witness.] 

The  Witness, — Mr.  Tracy,  you  connect  this  paper  with  the  arbitration,  as  I 
nndprstsnd,  in  all  your  questions  to  me  ? 

Q.  Yes  ?    A    Well,  the  arbitration  was  before  this  paper  was  suhnitted— 
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I  would  like  to  make  that  correctioD — it  was  the  evening  of  the  arbitration 
that  this  paper  was  submitted,  but  the  arbitration  was  before  this  paper  was 
signed,  on  money  mutters. 

Mr.  EvorfH. — The  paper  v^as  present  at  the  arbitration?  A.  Not  at  the 
arbitration;  no,   sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  arbitration  was  one  evening  and A.  No,  sir;  it  was 

the  evening  of  the  arbitration.  It  was  after  the  arbitration,  on  the  evening 
of  the  arbitration. 

Q.  But  after  th(?  arbitration  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  this  paper  was  submitted  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  by  Mr.  Claflin. 

Q.  Yes,  and  signed  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now.  did  you  show  this  Golden  Age  article  to  Mr.  Beecher  at  any  time 
prior  to  that  arbitration  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.  At  my  house 

Q.  At  your  house  ?     A..  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  it  was  shown  to  Mr.  Bowen  by  any  one  prior  to 
that  arbitration  ?  A.I  think  Mr.  Claflin  told  me  that  he  had  shown  it  to  Mr. 
Bowen ;  I  won't  be  certain  about  that. 

Mr.  Emrts. — ^Well,  that  is  hearsay. 

The  Witness,— \  (ion'i. 

Q.  Well,  was  Mr.  Claflin  Bowen's  arbitrator  ?  A.  I  don't  kno^*  whether 
he  wus  or  not ;  he  was  one  of  the  arbitrators.  I  think  he  was,  however. 

Q.  You  think  he  was  ?    A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  the  article  was  also  shown  to  Mr.  Wilkeson  be- 
fore the  arbitration  by  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  I  don't  know  that,  sir;  could  not 
swear  that  it  was. 

Q.  What  ?  A.  I  could  nut  swear  that  it  was ;  I  don't  recollect  having 
seen  it  shown  to  him. 

Q.  How  long  before  this  arbitration  was  this  shown  to  Mr.  Beecher  and 
given  to  Mr.  Claflin  ?    A.  How  long  before  the  arbitration  ? 

Q.  Yes.     A.  It  was  some  time  before  the  arbitration. 

Q.  Well,  can't  you  approximate  the  time  ?  A.  I  don't  remember, sir,  how 
long. 

Q.  Wasn't  it  in  March,  1872  ?  A.  It  was  after  Mr.  Tilton's  return  from 
the  West,  whenever  that  was. 

Q.  Well,  what  time  did  he  return  from  the  West  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect 
the  month,  sir ;  I  don't  recollect  the  month! 

Q.  How  soon  after  you  showed  that  article  to  Mr.  Beecher  and  gave  a 
copy  of  it  to  Mr.  Claflin  was  the  arbitration  agreed  upon  ?  A.  It  was  some 
time  before  we  consented  to  the  arbitration;  we  consulted  the  lawyers 
first  about  it. 

Q.  Did  you  give  the  article  to  Mr.  Claflin  with  a  view  of  having  it  shown 
to  Mr.  Bowen  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  whether  I  gave  it  to  Mr.  Claflin  or 
not. 

Q.  How  many  talks  did  you  have  with  Mr.  Claflin  prior  to  the  arbitra- 
tion ?     A.  That,  really,  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  You  had  some  ?    A..  Had  one  or  two  I  guess. 
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Mr,  Tracy . — Now,  we  offer  the  agreement  in  evidence. 

Mr,  FuUertoh, — No  objection. 

Mr,  Eoarts. — No  objection  to  my  relieving  Mr.  Tracy  ? 

Mr,  FuUerton. — Oh  1  I  think  you  all  need  that. 

Mr,  Evurta  [reading  the  tripartite  agreement] : 

•*  We  three  men.  earnestly  desiring  to  remove  all  causes  of  offense  existing 
between  us,  real  or  fancied,  and  to  make  Christian  reparation  for  injuries  done 
or  supposed  to  be  done,  and  to  efface  the  disturbed  past,  and  to  provide  concord, 
good-wili  and  love  for  the  future  do  declare  and  covenant  each  to  the  others  as 
follows : 

*•  I.  I,  Henry  C.  Bowen,  having  fjjiven  credit,  perhaps  without  due  considera- 
tion, to  tales  and  innuendoes  affecting  Henry  Ward  Beecher,  and  being  influenced 
by  them  as  was  natural  to  a  man  who  receives  impressions  suddenly,  to  ihe 
extent  of  repeating  them  (guardedly,  however  and  within  limitations,  and  not 
for  the  purpose  of  injuring  him,  but  strictly  in  the  confidence  of  consultation), 
now  feel  that  therein  I  did  him  wrong.  Therefore  I  disavow  all  the  charges  and 
imputations  that  have  been  attributed  to  me  as  having  been  by  me  made  against 
Henry  W^ard  Beecher  and  1  declare  fully  and  without  reserve,  that  I  know 
nothing  which  should  prevent  me  from  extending  to  him  my  most  cordial  friend- 
ship, confidence  and  Christian  fellowship.  And  I  expressly  withdraw  all  the 
charges,  imputations  and  innuendoes  imputed  as  having  been  made  and  uttered 
by  me,  and  set  forth  in  a  letter  written  to  me  by  Theodore  Tilton  on  the  1st  of 
January,  1871  (a  copy  of  which  letter  is  hereto  annexed),  and  I  sincerely  regret 
having  made  any  imputations,  charges  or  innuendoes  unfavorable  to  the 
Christian  character  of  Mr.  Beecher.  And  I  covenant  and  promise  that  for  all 
future  time  1  will  never,  by  word  or  deed,  recur  to,  repeat,  or  allude  to  any  or 
either  of  said  charges,  imputations  and  innuendoes. 

"11.  And  I  Tlieod<ire  Tilton,  do  of  my  free  will  and  friendly  spirit  towards 
Henry  C.  Bowen  and  Henry  Ward  Beecher  hereby  covenant  and  aorree  that  I  will 
never  again  repeal  by  word  of  mouth  or  otherwise,  any  of  the  allegations  or  im- 
putations or  innuendoes  contained  in  my  letters  hereunto  annexed,  or  any  other 
injurious  imputations  or  allegations  suggested  by  or  growing  out  of  these  and 
that  1  will  never  again  bring  up  or  hint  at  any  cause  of  difference  or  ground  of 
complaint  heretofore  existing  between  the  said  Henry  C.  Bowen  and  myself,  or 
the  said  Henry  Ward  Beecher. 

•*  111.  And  I,  Henry  Ward  Beecher  put  the  past  forever  out  of  sight  and  out 
of  memory.  1  deeply  re£:ret  the  causes  of  suspicion,  jealousy  and  estrangement 
which  have  come  between  us.  It  is  a  joy  to  me  to  have  my  old  regard  for 
Henry  C  Bowen  and  Theodore  Tilton  restored,  and  a  happiness  to  me  to  resume 
the  old  relations  of  love,  respect  and  reliance  to  each  and  both  of  them.  If  I 
have  said  anything  injurious  to  the  reputation  of  either,  or  have  detracted  from 
their  standing  and  fame  as  Christian  gentlemen  and  members  of  my  church,  I 
revoke  it  all  and  heartily  covenant  to  repair  and  reinstate  them  to  the  extent  of 
my  power. 

"  H.  C.  BOWKN. 

"Thkodork  Tilton. 
*•  H.  W.  Bbkcher. 
"  Brooklyn,  April  3.  1872." 

Annexed  to  this  is  a  paper  called  *' A  Personal  Statement."  It  is  headed 
thus  in  writing:  **  Theodore  Tilton's  letter  to  Mr.  Bowen,  above  mentioned," 
and  then  begins  the  printed  matter;  '^A  Personal  Statement"  being  the 
heading  of  the  article.     [Again  reading] : 

**  The  editor  of  T/ie  Golden  Age  has  been  many  times  solicited  by  friends  and 
encouraged  by  enemies  to  explain  the  sudden  sundering  of  his  relations  with 
Mr.  Henry  C.  Bowen.  For  a  long  time  his  only  answers  to  such  requests  and 
innuendoes,  was  the  silence  which  ouj^ht  to  shield  oue's  private  matters  from 
public  gossip.    But,  during  a  recent  jourqe\r  of  poi^e  thousands  of  miles  throngii 
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tbi'  Northwest,  among  people  whose  familiar  acquaintance  he  had  made  in 
former  years,  and  whose  good  opinion  he  is  unwilling*  to  lose,  he  became  con- 
vinced that  a  proper  sense  of  self-respect  required  on  his  return  the  publication 
of  the  appended  letter.  It  was  written  within  a  few  hours  after  the  severance  of 
his  business  associations  with  ^[r.  Bowen  and  was  coufided  to  tbe  care  of  a 
friend,  by  wliom  its  contents  were  laid  before  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
addressed.  And  so  manv  false  stories  had  been  told  of  the  occurrence  to  which 
it  refers,  the  writer  has  finally  determined  to  confront  these  fictions  with  the 
facts.  After  many  months  of  ever- increasing  misrepresentation,  not  to  say 
hlander,  this  course  is  now  imperative." 

And  the  next  part  of  tlie  article  is,  if  your  Honor  please,  the  letter  from 
Mr.  Tilton  to  Mr.  Bowen,  of  the  date  of  **  Brooklyn,  Jan.  Ist,  1871/'  which 
is  already  in  evidence.  [Exhibit  No.  3  ,  ante^  p.  353.]  After  that  letter  the 
article  proceeds: 

"  As  a  sequel  to  the  above  letter,  it  should  be  added  that  Mr.  Bowen,  after 
charginjr  Mr.  Beecher  with  extraordinary  criminality ;  after  declaring  that  the 
accused  liad  made  to  him  a  confession  of  guilt,  imploring*  forgiveness  with  tears  ; 
after  instigating  a  demand  that  Mr.  Beecher  should  forthwith  vacate  his 
ministry  ;  after  protesting  that  he  could  and  would  sustain  this  demand  with 
comi)leie  evidence  for  its  enforcement  ;  after  acting  as  the  bearer  of  this  demand 
in  person— after  all  this,  he  went  immediately  to  Beecher  in  the  guise  not  of 
acxraser,  but  of  champion,  and  pledged  to  him  the  protection  of  his  friendship 
and  council  against  the  very  indictment  which  he  himself  had  inspired,  incited 
and  presented.  ,  In  other  words,  while  secretly  arranging  Mr.  Beecher's  destruc- 
tion he  openly  presented  himself  to  his  victim  as  uis  safeguard  and  refuge. 
In  the  whole  history  of  treason  there  is  no  darker  instance  of  shameless  duplicity 
and  malicious  craft.  The  writer,  wholly  unsuspicious  of  the  double  part  which 
Mr.  Bowen  was  dexterously  playing,  was  first  made  aware  of  this  villainy  by  the 
excited  conversation  above  described,  followed  immediately  by  the  termination 
of  hi-^  engagement  as  a  special  contributor  of  The  Independent  and  as  editor  of 
The  Union,  the  contracts  having  been  just  newly  made  and  the  ink  with  which 
they  were  signed  being  hardly  dry.  When  a  copy  of  the  above  letter  was  laid 
before  Mr.  Beecher,  he  indignantly  denied  Mr.  Bowen's  charges,  each  and  all, 
and  with  peculiar  anger  pronounced  the  alleged  confession  of  guilt  the  most  dia- 
bolical of  lies.  With  the  issue  between  these  two  contestants  the  editor  of  The 
Golden  Age  has  nothing  to  do,  except  to  regret  the  painful  necessity  which  now 
at  last  compels  the  above  publication  involving  their  names." 
[Paper  marked  "  Exhibit  D,  25."] 

Mr.  Tracy. — This  paper,  as  I  understand  you  to  say,  "was  present  at  the 
arbitration,  or  the  same  evening  of  the  arbitration,  but  after  the  arbitration 
was  concluded  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Who  were  the  arbitrators  on  that  occasion  ?  A.  Charles  Storrs,  Horace 
B.  Ciafiin,  and  James  Freeland. 

Q.  Who  was  Mr.  Til  ton's  arbitrator  ?     A.  I  really  don't  know. 

Q.  Was  it  not  understood  that  each  party  chose  oje  ?  A.  I  don't  know 
how  they  were  chosen;  they  were  agreed  upon  between  Mr.  Claflin,  Mr.  Tilton 
and  myself  in  some  way;  I  don't  recollect  exactly  how  they  were  chosen. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  who  named  Charles  Storrs?     A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  he  was  named  as  the  friend  of  IVIr.  Tilton  on  that  arbi- 
tration ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that. 

Q.  What  was  the  result  of  the  arbitration  ?  A.  The  result  of  the  arbi- 
tration was I  might  mention  an  instance,  Mr.  Tracy,  before  the  arbitra- 
tion, if  you  desire  it. 

Mr,  Tracy, — ^Please  answer  my  question.     We  will  get  on  more  rapidly  if 
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you  do.     A.  The  result  of  the  arbitration  was  that  Mr.  Tilton  was  awarded 
$7,000. 

Q.  To  be  paid  by  Mr.  Bowen  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  that  payment  made  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  he  drew  his  check  for  it  there. 

Q.  And  that  is  the  $7,000  that  was  subsequently  deposited  with  your 
firm  ?    A.  Yef»,  sir. 

Q.  Mentioned  in  the  accounts  here?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  believed  it  is  men- 
tioned in  the  accounts. 

Mr,  EmrU. — Yes,  it  is  so  mentioned. 

The  WitruM. — Yes,  sir;  Mr.  Bowen  offered  to  pay  $5,000  before  the  arbi- 
tration, Mr.  Tracy. 

Mr,  Tracy, — Well,  we  will  pass  that.  [To  Judge  Neilson.]  That^  I  take 
it,  is  stricken  out,  your  Honor. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well. 

Mr.  Tracy, — Did  you  witness  any  reconciliation  between  Mr.  Tilton  and 
Mr.  Beecher  after  that  contract  was  signed  f  A.  I  don't  recollect  witnessing 
any  reconciliation. 

Q.  Did  you  witness  any  friendly  act  between  them  immediately  after  the 
signing  of  that  contract?  A.  No  more  friendly  than  before — nothing  to 
distinguish  the  previous  action. 

Q.  Did  you  see  them  together  after  that  frequently  ?  A."  No,  sir;  I  have 
not  seen  them  together  after  that  frequently;  I  have  not  seen  them  frequently 
together;  I  have  not  ever  seen  them  frequently  together. 

Q.  Did  you  see  them  after  that  together  occasionally  ?  A.  Not  very 
often,  sir. 

Q.  Occasionally  ?    A.  I  remember  one  occasion. 

Q.  Not  more  than  one  ?  A.  It  was  at  my  house;  perhaps  two  or  three; 
I  don't  know ;  I  don't  recall  them  now.  If  you  can  recall  them  to  me,  I  can 
answer. 

Mr.  Evarts. — [To  plaintiff's  counsel.]  Will  you  give  us  '*  Exhibit  No.  42"? 

Mr.  Mmris, — [Handing  paper  to  Mr.  Tracy.]     There  it  is. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  your  letter  to  Mr.  Beecher  of  Jan.  8d,  1872  ? 

Mr.  Morris. — Jan.  2d,  is  it  not? 

^fr,  EvnrU, — [Handing  paper  to  witness.]  Look  at  that  »*  Exhibit." 
That  is  already  in  evidence  [p.  440,  ajite] — ^your  letter  answering  that ;  don't 
you  remember  that  letter  ?  A.  I  remember  it ;  I  am  looking  over  it  to  see  all 
that  is  in  it. 

Mr.  Tracy, — I  am  not  asking  you  that.  [Handing  paper  to  witness.]  I 
call  your  attention  to  the  printed  letter  now  shown  you,  and  ask  if  it  is  your 
reply  to  ^'Exhibit  No.  42"  ? 

Mr.  Shearman, — Marked  in  pencil  **  Jan.  3d,  1872." 

The  Witness, — I  think  I  wrote  such  a  letter  as  that;  I  could  tell  if  I  saw 
the  original. 

Mr.  Tracy. — And  sent  it  to  Mr.  Beecher?    A.  I  think  so. 
Q.  Do  you  know  whether  you  have  the  original  letter,  or  a  copy  of  it  in 
your  possession  ?    A.  I  think  I   have   a  copy  of  it  if  it  was  in  my  state- 
ment. 
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Q.  In  mannscript  ?  A.  Yes,  sir.  It  is  quoted  in  my  first  statement,  Mr. 
Shearman,  is  it  not  f 

Mr,  Shearman, — Yes,  sir;  I  think  so. 

Mr,  Morris, — What  is  the  date  of  it  ? 

Mr.  Shearman, — It  has  no  date.  It  is  marked  in  pencil  ^'Janaary  8rd, 
1872." 

Mr.  Traq/. — I  understand  you  to  say  you  wrote  Mr.  Beecher.such  a  letter. 
Was  it  in  reply  to  **  Exhibit  No.  42  "  ?    A.  I  think  it  was;  yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Shearman, — [Reading.]  * 

*'  My  Dear  Sir  :  First  with  reference  to  Mrs.  WoodhuU's  letter  and  your 
answer:  I  think  that  you  would  have  done  better  to  accept  the  invitation  to 
speak  in  Washington,  but  if  lecture  interferes  your  letter  in  reply  is  good 
enough,  and  will  bear  publication. 

"With  relation  to  your  notice  of  The  Golden  Age  I  tell  you  frankly,  as  your 
friend,  that  I  am  a8hame<1  of  it,  and  would  rather  you  would  have  written 
nothing.  Your  early  associations  with,  and  your  present  knowledge  of  the  man 
who  edits  that  paper,  are  grounds  upon  which  you  might  have  po  written  that 
no  reader  would  have  doubted  that  in  your  opinion  Theodore  Tilion's  public  and 
private  integrity  was  unquestionable.  If  the  article  had  been  written  to  com 
pliment  The  Imlepmdent  it  would  receive  mv  unqualified  approval." 

[Copy  of  letter  marked  "  Exhil)it  D,  26."]' 

Mr,  Tracy, — [Handing  a  paper  to  witness.]  Is  that  The  Oolden  Age  tract, 
known  as  the  Life  of  Victoria  WoodhuU  by  Theodore  Tilton  ?  A.  I  do  not 
know  whether  it  is  or  not. 

Q.  I  understood  you  to  say  you  read  that  ? 

Mr,  FuUerton. — No,  you  did  not  understand  him  so,  yon  could  not  have 
understood  him  so. 

Q.  Did  I  ask  you  that  question  kst  night  ?  A.  I  think  you  asked  me 
something  like  that. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  see  that  tract  before  ?  A.  I  think  I  have  seen  such  a 
tract  as  this. 

Q.  Did  you  read  what  is  known  as  the  Life  of  Victoria  Woodhull,  when 
it  was  published  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  read  any  part  of  it  ?    A.  I  think  I  read  some  portion  of  it. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — That  has  been  gone  over. 

Mr,  Tracy. — You  admit  that  is  the  Life  as  published  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — I  believe  this  is  the  first  occasion  when  you  have  called  for 
any  admission. 

Mr,  Eoarta. — We  offer  this  in  evidence  as  The  Oolden  Age  tract. 

Mr,  Beach. — We  object  to  it. 

Mr.  Etarts. — It  is  headed:  *' Golden  Age  Tract,  No.  3;  Victoria  C.  Wood- 
bull,  Biographical  Sketch  by  Theodore  Tilton.  ^  He  that  uttereth  a  slander 
is  a  fool.' — Solomon,  Prov.  x.,  18. 

**  Published  at  the  oflSce  of  The  Oolden  Age,  9  Spruce  street,  New  York, 
1871. 

**  Entered  according  to  act  of  Congress,  in  the  year  1871,  by  Theodore 
Tilton,  in  the  office  of  the  Librarian  of  Congress,  at  Washington." 

We  offer  to  read  that. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^It  is  offered,  and  I  rule  it  out. 
I.— 42 
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Mr.  Boarts. — On  the  subject  of  identification,  or  as  not  being  admissible 
evidence  ? 

Judos  Neilson. — ^Not  being  admissible  evidence. 

Mr,  Marts, — It  is  necessary,  perhaps,  if  your  Honor  please,  to  recall 

Judge  Neilson. — [To  Mr.  Evarts.]    I  will  be  happy  to  hear  you. 

Mr.  Evarts. — It  is  necessary  to  call  your  Honor's  attention  to  some  pre- 
ceding testimony,  which  we  think  connects  this  with  the  matter.     The  time 
of  this  transaction,  as  I  will  point  it  out  by  testimony,  was  September,  1871, 
and  it  was  after  that  that  the  Steinway  Hall  meeting  was  held,  concermng 
which  the  evidence  has  now  been  given  here  and  admitted.     This  was  brou$?ht 
up  yesterday,  and  there  was  then  no  copy  in  court  that  we  could  use  at  the 
moment.     I  did  not  then  understand  that  there  was  any  doubt  or  difficulty 
about  the  testimony.    This  writing  of  Theodore  Tilton,  if  it  be  pertinent  to 
this  controversy,  is,  of  course,  an  act  of  his,  and  of  the  consequences  of 
which  he  can  not  complain.     It  comes  within  the  general  rule  of  evidence 
that  the  acts  of  a  party  may  be  given  in  evidence  against  him.     Now, 
it  was  this  Life  of  Victoria  Woodbull  that  produced  the  impression  upon  the 
public  mind  which  was  disastrous  to  Mr.  Tilton's  position  as  nn  editor,  and 
of  his  newspaper  as  a  public  print.     It  was  a  most  definite,  authentic,  delib- 
erate form  of  allying  himself  in  the  view  of  a  religious  and  general  public 
with  these  doctrines  of  free  love,  and  with  this  lady  as  one  of  its  advocates 
and  champions.     It  will  speak  for  itself  in  that  regard,  and  I  will  not  further 
characterize  it.     Thereupon,  in  the  disaster  that  followed  from  it,   in  cul- 
mination of  a  process  that  had  been  going  on,  the  effort  was  made  by  Mr. 
Tilton,  and  by  Mr.  Moulton  in  co-operation  with  him,  to  compel  Mr.  Beecher 
to  take  an  attitude  in  reference  to  these  free  love  doctrines  and  in  reference  to 
this  lady,  one  of  the  champions  of  such  doctrines,  that  shouhl    endorse  Mr! 
Ti Ron's  relation  to  them,  and  endorse,  to  some  exteilt  at  least  (and  presiding 
at  a  public  meeting  is  a  very  general  and  definite  ext-ent  for  a  public  man  to 
commit  himself  to)  the  doctrine  of  that  school  and  of  its  champions.    And  the 
operations  that  were  brought  to  bear  upon  Mr.  Beecher  in  reference  to  these 
subjects  of  complaint  and  discussion,  to  produce  that  benefit, — than  which 
none  could  be  more  important,  no  mere  pecuniary  measure  or  aid  could  equal, — 
were  to  reconstruct  the  ruin  of  the    public  position   Mr.  Tilcon  was  thus 
placed  in,  by  softening  or  correcting  it  by  the  powerful  Mnfiuence  of  Mr. 
Beecher.     And,  as  we  have  shown,  this  next  step  following  about  the  Stein- 
way Hall  mcetiug  was  wlio  shall  preside,  showing  that  all  these  efforts,  as 
they  are  called,  at  suppression  of  facts,  whatever  they  were,  whichever  side 
has  the  correct    view  of  what   the   facts  were,  seem  to  have    been  easily 
enough  in  the  control  of  the  only  parties  who  knew  anything  of  them,  if  they 
were  honest  and  sincere  in  their  co-operation  in  keeping  what  was  a  private 
grief,  in  whatever  form  it  was,  from  the  public  notice.     But,  as  this  witness 
has  detailed,  every  now  and  then  there  was  coming  out  some  publication- 
some  discussion.     There  was  the  card  of  Mrs.  Woodhull,  in  the  spring  of 
1871 ;  there  was  later  on  afterwards  the  full  publication  of  an  article  in  the 
Fall  of  1872;  and  so  on,  until,  finally,  the  Bacon  letter.     There  are  constant 
introductions  of  the  subject  to  the  public  notice,  which  we  suppose,  iu  tb9 
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nature  of  the  facta  in  evidence,  and  by  direct  proof  to  be  introduced — partly 
introduced  already— are  connected  with  the  movements  of  Mr.  Tilton  and 
knowledge  and  co-operation  of  Mr.  Moulton,  the  witness,  and  that  there  was 
no  sincerity — no  action  of  a  sincere  nature  toward  suppression,  but  the  con- 
stantly keeping  alive  a  condition,  more  or  less  obscure,  of  scandal  and  re- 
proach in  reference  to  Mr.  Beecher,  which  was  made  the  occasion  of  the  in- 
terviews and  the  tran-iactions  which  this  witness  has  detailed  with  Mr. 
Beecher;  and  this  Life  of  Victoria  Woodhull,  is  the  definite  evidence  of 
Mr.  Tilton's  prostration  In  fortune  and  in  reputation  in  respect  to  his  credit 
and  vocation  of  an  editor,  and  accounts  for  ^'Sir  Marmaduke's  Musings," 
which  have  been  put  in  evidence  by  our  learned  friends. 

Mr.  Tracy, — Published  six  weeks  after  this  wiis  written. 

Mr,  EvarU. — Published  six  weeks  after  this  catastrophe;  after  the  extra- 
ordinary folly,  if  you  please,  of  this  publication.  Now,  in  the  poem  of  **  Sir 
Marmaduke^s  Musinprs" — very  eloquent  and  very  beautiful,  but  very  general 
— the  oourse  of  ruin  in  which  he  finally  came  to  succumb,  contains  the  evi- 
dence of  that  destruction  of  worldly  prosperity  and  of  public  repute,  as  hair- 
ing relation  to  these  matters  of  his  public  credit,  and  of  his  commercial  pros- 
perity in  regard  to  these  matters  of  his  editorship  and  his  connection  and 
public  influence  as  a  lecturer.  With  that  view,  if  your  Honor  please,  we 
offer  this  evidence. 

Mr,  Beach. — The  argument  which  has  been  submitted  by  the  counsel,  it 
seems  to  me,  your  Honor,  would  be  more  appopriate  in  another  and  subse- 
quent stage  of  these  proceedings.  It  consists  of  assumptions  of  facts  which 
I  submit  do  not  appear  from  the  evidence,  and  of  a  system  of  reascning 
which  is  simply  argument,  and,  as  we  maintain,  unfounded  in  the  evidence. 
That  the  fortunes  of  Mr.  Tiieodore  Tilton,  at  the  period  spoken  of,  were  pros- 
trated, we  do  not  propose  to  deny.  That  he  was  suffering  pecuniary  embar- 
rassments and  was  enduring  to  a  very  considerable  extent,  for  some  reason  or 
other,  the  disapprobation  of  a  portion  of  the  community,  is  certainly  very  dis- 
tinctly apparent.  If  I  understand  the  argument  of  the  learned  counsel,  he 
proposes,  by  the  introduction  of  this  biography  of  Mrs.  Woodhull,  to  attri- 
bute that  decline  in  condition  to  its  publication.  It  the  first  place,  sir,  tliere 
ifl  no  evidence  before  your  Honor  creating  any  connection  between  the  for- 
tunes of  Mr.  Tilton  and  the  publication  of  this  article.  The  proof  of  that 
fact  would  in  itself  be  very  difficult,  and  necessarily  indefinite,  unless  the 
counsel  were  permitted  to  prove,  by  the  opinions  or  dcclarati<ms  of  others, 
the  specific  eflfect  which  it  produced  upon  the  community.  But  assuming 
that  there  are  any  legitimate  means  of  evidence  by  which  that  assumptiou 
could  be  demonstrated,  there  is  nothing  yet  in  the  evidence  to  show  any  re- 
lation between  the  two  things.  My  friend,  Mr.  Evarts,  gives  very  proper 
credit  to  the  poetical  effusion  of  this  plaintiff,  entitled  **  Sir  Marmaduke's 
Musings,"  and  be  assumes  to  say  that  that  is  but  a  poetical  and  pathetic  des- 
cription of  his  injury  to  his  propects  and  conditions,  produced  by  his  ccmnec- 
tion  with  Mrs.  Woodhull.  Pray,  your  Honor,  where  is  the  evidence  of  that  ? 
It  certainly  has  not  yet  been  revealed,  and  is  purely  a  matter  of  argu- 
ment upon  the  part  of  the  learned   counsel.      But,  sir,   I  do  not  propose 
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here  to  answer  this  argument.      As  I  said  before,  at  the  proper  time,  and 
I  trust,  in  a  proper  manner,  this  whole  theory  of  the  defense  will  be  ex 
aminod   upon  the  evidence  and  the  tacts  revealed  by  that  evidence.     And  it 
may  be  possible,  sir,  that  upon  that  occasion  it  will  be  easy  to  show  that  the 
misfortunes  which  fell  upon  thi^  plaintiff  originated  from  altoj^ether  a  different 
and  more  efficient  cause — a  cause  clearly  and  abundantly  recognized  by  the 
defendant.     Now,  the  specific  ohjertion  fo  the  introduction  of  this  tract  is, 
first,  that  there  is  not  evidence  sufficient  to  justify  your  Honor  in  attributing 
the  authorship  of  this  article  to  Mr.  Tilton.     It  may  be  a  technical  objection 
to  the  nature  of  the  proof,  but  yet,  may  it  please  your  Honor,  in  the  course  of 
our  evidence  we  have  been  driven  by  that  sort  of  objection  to  a  great  deal  of 
difficulty  so  far  in  the  presentation  of  our  evidence;  as,  for  instance,  driviog 
us  to  the  production  of  the  archives  of  Plymouth  Church,  entirely  under  the 
command  of  the  officers  of  this  defense.     We  do  not,  therefore,  choose  to  aid 
an  objection  of  this  character.     The  printing,  or  professed  printing  of  this 
paper  at  the  office  of  The  Golden  Age,  attributing  upon  it.s  title-page  its  author- 
ship to  Theodore  Tilton,  or  the  printing  nf  an  entry  of  the  copyright  in  the 
proper  office  of  the  Government,  by  no  means  identifies  or  concludes  Mr. 
Tilton  upon  the  question  of  authorship,  and  I  therefore  submit  that  until  they 
make  more  clear  and  definite  proof  upon  that  subject  that  expression  of  itself 
is  abundant.     Now,  I  do  not  understand,  sir,  that  this  paper  is  offered  for 
any  other  object  than  to  demonstrate  the  proposition  of  the  counsel  that  this 
was  the  origin  of  the  difficulties  which  at  the  time  or  subsequently  embar- 
rassed Mr.  Tilton.     Well,  your  Honor  must  necessarily  look  at  the  nature  of 
the  article  itself  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  it  could  have  legi- 
timately any  such  effect,  whether  it  is  material  to  establish  that  fact,  and 
unless   you    see   in   the  substHnce  and  character  of  the   production  a   cause 
efficient  to  produce  the  results  which  are  attached  to  it,  of  course  in  that  view 
it  is  not  receivable.     Well,  sir,  it  is  said  that  this  lady,  Mrs.  Woodhull,  a. 
thig  time  was  a  professor  of  what  is  called  the  free-love  doctrine.     It  is  said 
that  she  w^as  an  advocate  of  the  movement  in  favor  of  Women's   Rights. 
Where  is  the  evidence  of  that,  sir — the  legitimate  and  proper  evidence  of  the 
fact  ?     True,  in  the  lecture  at  Steinway  Hall,  as  this  witness  says,  this  lady 
lectured  upon  the  relations  existing  and  proposed  as  between  man  and  woman, 
but  where  is  the  evidence  that  in  that  lecture  there  was  any  license,  any  im- 
proper theory  advanced,   any  doctrine  of  free  love  which  would  shock  the 
moral  and   social  sentiment  of  the  community  ?     As  yet  wc  have   no  proof 
upon    that   subject,   and   from   the  information  I   have,   at  the  time  when 
these   gentlemen  were  associated   with   this   lady,-  she   by   no   means    had 
promulgated  any  such  tenets,  or  avowed  any  such  opinions  in  regard  to  these 
relations,  and  your  Honor  will  perceive,  I  think,  that  in  all  the  elements  to 
render  this  document  essential,  or  to  associate  the  sentiments  of  Mrs.  Woodhull 
and  the  connection  of  Theodore  Tilton  with  those  sentiments  here  concerned, 
the  case  so  far  is  as  barren  of  that  sort  of  evidence  which  would  permit 
the  introduction  of  that  argument,  and  upon  these  grounds,  without  pursa- 
iug  this  discussion,  may  it  please  your  Honor,  both  in  regard  to  the  materi- 
ality of  this  paper  and  to  its  authenticity,  we  submit  it  is  objectionable. 


Jan.  32,  1375.]  OROSS-EXAMI^ATlOHr.  661 

Mr.  EcarU. — I  didn't  understand  your  Honor  as  ruling  this  out  on  any 
quest iim  of  identification  of  the  paper. 

Mr,  Beiicli, — I  ask  his  UoDor  now  to  rule  upon  it. 

Judge  Nkilson. — Simply  my  opinion  that  it  was  not  evidence;  neverthe- 
less, I  wish  to  hear  you  on  that. 

Mr.  EtarU. — I  didn't  make  any  observation,  your  Honor  will  remember, 
for  I  didn't  understand  it  was  necessary.  Now  my  learned  friends  complain 
that,  in  raising  this  question  of  evidence,  I  have  exposed  a  theory  concerning 
this  case,  in  regard  to  which  evidence  has  been  produced  and  is  to  be  pro- 
duced, and  that  I  have  assumed  facts,  and  then  have  connected  those  facts 
with  reasoning,  which  he  calls  argument,  as  bearing  upon  that  tl)eory;  and 
he  says  that  he  shall,  at  the  proper  time,  comment  upon  that  theory  and  also 
enforce  his  own.  That  he  will  do,  and  that  we  shall  do.  But  the  interme- 
diate questions  that  arise  will  furnish  appropriate  and  pertinent  evidence 
that  may  be  invoked  by  tne  one  side  and  the  other  properly  in  support  of  their 
theories,  and  the  l)urden  no  doubt  is  upon  us.  When  asked  by  your  Honor 
to  show  how  a  paper  that  in  many  suits  might  be  wholly  immaterial  becomes 
material  in  this,  I  attempted  to  do  so,  and  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  theory 
may  not  be  supported  finally  by  adequate  evidence  to  sustain  it,  because  that 
you  can  not  tell  until  you  get  to  the  end  of  the  case.  Step  by  step,  each  party 
proposes  what  is  not  itself  pertinent,  but  which  may,  if  united,  form  a  part  of 
a  material  web  of  testimony  when  the  whole  is  completed.  Now,  this  pub- 
lication, as  is  shown  already  by  this  witness,  took  place  before,  although  he 
could  not  say  that  it  was  the  cause  of,  the  ne  n  basis  upon  which  the  con- 
tributors and  supporters  of  the  pecuniary  aid  to  The  Golden  Age  withdrew 
their  further  payment  under  that  Cimtiibution,  and  preferred  that  Mr.  Tilton 
should  be  the  sole  responsible  owner  of  that  concern.  And  as  to  the  ques- 
ti<m — as  to  whicii  this  witness  has  also  testified — upon  their  showing  that  Mr. 
Tilton  wrote  this  life,  and  the  reason  he  wrote  it,  and  the  degree  of  composi- 
tion that  he  furnished  to  it,  in  the  revisal,  if  you  please,  of  some  rough 
materials  that  were  supplied  to  him  by  this  lady  and  her  husband,  my  learned 
friends  have  forgotten  also  that  they  put  in  evidence  this  card  of  M.s.  Wood- 
hull's  in  The  World^  dated  May  20th,  1871,  in  which  she  states,  and  states 
with  eloquence  and  with  force,  and  without  disguise,  tiie  doctrines  on  this 
subject  of  free  love  between  the  sexes  that  she  regards  as  important  to  the 
welfare  of  society,  and  as  destined  to  overthrow  the  corrupting  intluences  of 
marriage. 

Mr.  FulUrton. — She  gives  a  definition  to  the  term  there,  however. 

Mr.  Ecartn. — She  does,  and  she  put  it  in,  and  I  say  she  has  done  it  with 
eloquence  as  well ;  and  those  are  the  doctrines  which  this  witness  has  testified 
she  avowed  in  the  lecture,  and  which  he  says  are  what  the  public  popularly 
regard  as  the  doctrines  of  free  love.  Now,  the  philosopl^y,  the  morality,  the 
utility,  and  the  promise  of  improvement  of  society  in  respect  to  those  doc- 
trines, or  their  opposite,  we  don't  at  present  discuss.  It  is  a  plain  practical 
matter,  whether,  in  the  present  state  of  feeling  in  this  wido  community  and 
this  country  of  ours,  the  connection  of  an  editor  of  the  importance  and 
credit  that  Mr,  Tilton  had  heretofore  had  in  connection  with  his  publications 
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and  newspaper,  did  or  did  not  furnish  the  occasion  and  was  the  operatire 
cause  of  the  destruction  of  his  prosperity.  My  learned  friend  means  to  argue 
from  the  proof  tliat  it  is  caused  by  another  adequate  reason,  which  he  implies, 
doubtless,  from  the  relation  of  Mr.  Beecher  to  the  very  subject  of  this  dis- 
pute. Very  well.  That  is  legitimate  for  him.  My  point  is  to  have  the 
proofs  in.  He  may  argue,  and  I  may  argue,  in  support  of  the  various  propo- 
sitions that  we  rightfully  present  to  your  Honor  and  to  the  jury,  upon  evi- 
dence justly  proved  under  the  rules  of  evidence  for  that  purpose.  Now,  in 
regard  to  the  identification. 

JuDOE  Neilsox. — I  Jissunie  it  is  identified. 

Mr,  Etarts. — Yes,  sir.  I  suppose  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  say  any- 
thing with  regard  to  that.     That  is  all  that  it  is  necessary  for  me  to  say. 

Judge  Nellson. — Still,  regarding  it  as  the  life  of  Mrs.  Woodhull,  I  think 
it  is  not  evidence  before  us,  and  I  shall  therefore  exclude  it. 

Mr.  Ecartn. — Does  your  Honor  recall,  what  I  have  already  alluded  to,  the 
testimony  of  this  witness  concerning  it  being  written  by  Theodore  Tilton, 
and  the  manner  in  which  he  wrote  it  ? 

Judge  Neilhon. — He  said  a  draft  had  been  prepared  by  her  husband,  and 
he  revised  it  and  re-wrote  it  and  put  his  name  to  it. 

Mr.  EvarU. — We  propose  to  put  everything  concerning  which  be  testified 
in  evidence. 

Mr.  Beach, — That  they  brought  out  on  their  cross-examination.  They 
can  not  get  in  evidence  in  that  way. 

Mr.  Evarts. — How  much  it  will  turn  out,  on  further  explanation,  that  Mr. 
Tilton  contributed  to  the  authorship — how  much  he  received  from  othen 
— why  that,  of  course,  we  can  not  anticipate  now. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  can  not  conceive  how  the  biography  of  this  lady,  as- 
suming that  it  represents  her  life  truly  or  untruly,  is  material  to  us. 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  we  agree  to.  It  is  only  on  Mr.  Til  ton  *8  presentatioQ  of 
it  that  we  consider  it  pertinent. 

Judge  Neilson, — Suppose  he  had  written  the  life  of  3Ir.  Bowen. 

Mr,  Ecarts. — ^It  might  or  not  be  evidence  according  to  whether,  as  an  act 
of  his,  it  was  evidence.  We  all  agree  that  the  biographist  of  this  lady  is  not 
a  matter  in  itself  at  issue  here;  but  the  connection  of  this  party,  Mr.  Tilton, 
as  the  specific  author  of  that  biograp'^y,  is  the  point  of  view  in  which  we 
offer  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  shall  exclude  it. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — Will  your  Honor  be  so  good  as  to  note  our  exception  f 

Judge  Nkilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Do  you  remember  what  was  known  as  the  Woodhull  scandal; 
I  think  it  has  been  referred  to  once  or  twice  during  the  examination  ?  A. 
Yea,  sir ;  it  has  been  referred  to. 

Q.  That  was  published  on  the  28th  of  October,  1872,  I  heBeve,  A.  I 
don't  recollect  distinctly  now  the  date.  It  was  some  time  in  October  or 
November — the  early  part  of  November,  1872. 

Q.  From  the  date  of  the  tripartite  agreement  down  to  the  publication  of 
that  scandal,  what  had  been  Mr.  Tilton *s  occupation,  afl  a  whole  ?    What  bad 
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be  been  employed  at  during  the  sommerf    A.  I  think  on  the  paper,  if  I 
recollect  right. 

Q.  On  Th<f  Golden  Age?    A.  Yea,  I  think  so. 

Q.  Had  he  not  also  been  engaged  in  the  political  campaign  that  year  ?  A. 
The  almanacs  are  running  wild  in  my  head.  Yes,  he  had  been  on  the  politi- 
cal campaign,  I  believe,  for  Mr.  Greeley. 

Q.  He  went,  soon  after  the  tripartite  agreement,  to  Cincinnati?  A.  I 
don*t  riMuembcr  when  he  went  to  Cincinnati;  at  the  time  of  the  convention, 
whatever  date  that  waA. 

Q.  Nothing  occurred  of  importance  between  these  parties,  that  you  rccol 
Icct,  during  the  summer  of  1872?    A.  No,  sir;  I  think  not;  nothing  that  I 
know  of. 

Q.  There  was  a  term  of  quiet  and  peace  ?    A.  Is  that  a  question  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir;  was  there  not  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton  was  away  and  Mr.  Beechcr 
was  here. 

Q.  You  recall  nothing  about  it  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  recall  anything. 

Q.  After  the  WoodhuU  publication,  I  understand  you  to  say  that  you  had 
frequent  interviews  with  Mr.  Bowen  ?    A.  Yes,  sir,  I  did. 

Q.  On  the  subject  of  what  answer  should  be  made  to  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  understand  you  also  to  say  that  you  advised  silence  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  EtarU. — That  paper,  if  your  Honor  please,  was  brought  into  evi- 
dence by  our  learned  friends  in  the  way  of  testimony  concerning  it;  and,  as 
we  understand  it,  they  are  to  produce  and  put  it  in  evidence. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — ^I  do  not  know  how  the  gentleman  came  to  understand 

that. 

Mr,  BcarU, — By  the  testimony,  if  you  want  to  look  at  it,  that  you,  when 
being  allowed  to  talk  concerning  it,  were  so  allowed  upon  the  ground  that 
you  were  going  to  produce  it  in  proof. 

Mr,  FullerUm. — ^I  don't  recall  anything  of  that  kind  in  the  evidence — 
anything  from  which  a  promise  could  be  implied. 

JuDOE  Nkilson. — No  promise;  we  had  general  evidence  on  the  subject. 

Mr,  EvarU, — Well,  we'll  see.  [Reading  from  the  testimony  of  January 
U,  p.  887,  ttnte.^ 

*^Q.  Well,  I  want  to  ask  you  whether  in  this  article  published  by  Mrs. 
Woodhull,  illicit  intercourse  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mrs.  Tilton  was  charged  ? 

*'^  Mr,  Evarti, — Oh  I  the  article  should  be  produced. 
*  Mr,  Fullerton, — Well,  if  you  want  the  article 

*'^  Mr.  EvarU, — We  don't  want  the  article. 

^^Mr,  Fullerton, — You  can  have  the  whole  of  it  in,  or  have  that  part  in. 
I  propose  to  leave  it  out  if  you  will  admit  an  answer  to  that  question  and  pay 
no  further  attention  to  it. 

**  Mr,  Evarts. — I  can  not  agree  to  any  substitute  for  evidence. 

^^  Mr,  Fullerton, — I  propose  to  give  that  in  evidence,  sir;  whether  that  was 
charged  in  that  paper.     It  is  not  necessary  that  we  should  produce  it  here. 

^*  Judge  Nbilson. — Does  the  learned  counsel  stand  upon  the  objection 
that  the  paper  would  best  show  it  ? 

**  Jfr.  Evarts. — Yes,  sir. 
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•*  Judge  Nbilson. — Then  you  can  not  do  it.  You  must  produce  the  paper; 
if  you  produce  the  paper  and  identify  it,  you  can  eliminate  that  one  sentence. 

**i/r.  Fullerton, — Well,  sir,  we  will  go  on  then  with  the  evidence,  and 
introduce  the  papftr  to-morrow." 

Judge  Neilson. — Which  he  didn't  do. 

Mr,  Evarts, — It  was  overlooked,  of  course. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Xow  he  calls  upon  me  to  produce  it. 

Mr,  Ecarts, — Now  it  is  in  evidence;  it  is  regarded,  by  arrangement 
between  counsel,  as  if  it  were  in  evidence,  or  else  the  further  examination 
would  not  have  been  allowed  to  go  on. 

Judge  Neilson. — In  other  words,  they  wished  to  show  a  certain  clause  in 
it ;  and  it  was  ruled  they  could  not  do  that  without  producing  the  paper,  and 
counsel  might  have  thought  ho  would  have  to  recur  to  the  subject,  and  did 
not  do  so. 

Mr.  Ev<irl8. — We  called  upon  them  and  we  say  they  put  it  in  evidence. 

Judge  Neilson. — [To  plaintiff's  counsel.]     Have  you  got  the  paper  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton, — No,  sir. 

JiT)GE  Neilson. — How  anything  this  woman  could  say,  could  possibly 
affect  the  issue  here,  I  can  not  conceive. 

Mr.  Evarts.  -  It  is  a  subject  of  concealment  with  Mr,  Beecher.  That 
article  is  the  basis  of  voluminous  testimony  on  the  part  of  this  witness  as  to 
what  took  place  between  him  and  Mr.  Beecher  concerning  it.  It  is  one  of 
the  charges  against  Beecher — his  action  towards  the  suppression  of  what  this 
article  charged — as  evidence  of  his  guilt  in  concealing  it.  Now,  the  beat 
evidence,  as  I  there  insisted,  as  to  what  the  article  did  charge,  was  that  the 
article  should  be  produced;  and  your  Honor  so  ruled,  and  the  counsel  said  he 
would  produce  it  •*  to-morrow."    It  passed  over. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — If  I  had  produced  it  as  I  promised,  it  would  have  been 
evidence  only  of  that  fact,  that  there  was  such  a  charge  in  the  paper. 

Mr.  Evarts.  — Tliat  is  all. 

Mr.  Beach. — There  was  no  effort  to  produce  it. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — No,  not  at  all. 

Mr,  Beuch.—li  was  only  an  avowal  of  the  purpose,  that  the  plaintiff  would 
feel  bound  to  abide  by  it,  if  we  chose. 

Mr.  Evarts. — You  went  on  with  the  examination  of  the  paper. 

Mr,  Beach, — Not  as  to  that. 

Judge  Neilson. — Not  as  to  the  contents  of  it. 

Mr.  Evarts, — Your  Honor  sees  my  learned  friend  is  quoted  right,  that  that 
article  don't  prove  its  truth,  but  the  article  proves  the  charge  it  makes  and 
don't  prove  any  other  charges;  and  the  way  to  prove  the  charges  it  makes  is  to 
read  the  article;  and  then  the  existence  of  these  articles,  and  their  commu- 
nication to  Mr.  Beecher,  affect  him  with  knowledge  of  them;  and  then  corner 
the  statement  of  suppression. 

Judge  Neilson. — Or  answering. 

Mr,  Evart». — Or  answering,  and  the  argument  is  that  Mr.  Beecher  is  guiky, 
because  he  wauted  to  suppress  it,  or  aid  in  suppressing  it.  I^et  us  see  what 
it  was. 
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Judge  Neilson.-^I  think  you  are  right.  [To  ihe  plaintiff's  coanBel.] 
Qentlemen,  do  you  produce  the  paper? 

Mr.  FulUrton, — I  do  not  now ;  I  have  not  got  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — Counsel  calls  for  it. 

Mr.  Beach. — If  we  have  not  got  the  paper,  that  is  an  answer  to  it.  They 
do  not  trace  it  to  our  possession. 

Mr.  Morris. — We  have  not  got  it  and  never  had  it. 

Mr.  EoarU. — Counsel  say,  in  the  conduct  of  their  cause,  **  Well,  we  will 
produce  it."  Now,  if  they  say  they  have  not  been  able  to  find  it,  and  didn^t 
have  it 

Judge  Neilson. — Is  that  paper  in  print  in  any  of  the  documents? 

Mr.  EcnrU. — It  is  for  these  gentlemen  to  say.  They  said  they  would  pro- 
duce it  to-morrow. 

Mr.  Fallerton. — Yes,  sir,  I  think  I  have  seen  a  copy  of  it  in  the  hands  of 
xny  learned  friends  to-day. 

Judge  Neilson. — Why  not  admit  that  an4  let  it  pass  ?  Why  not  accept 
that  as  if  it  were  the  original  ?    Would  it  not  save  time  ? 

Mr.  Etarts. — Your  Honor  will  remember  there  was  a  long  cross-examina- 
tion of  the  witness  as  to  whether  he  had  furnished  the  information. 

Jlt>ge  Neilson. — I  think,  inasmuch  as  they  referred  to  the  article,  and 
the  convei-sation  with  Mr.Beecher  was  given  in  respect  to  it,  and  the  advice 
about  answering  or  suppressing  was  the  subject  of  discussion  and  considera- 
tion, you  have  the  right  to  produce  the  article  and  see  what  it  was. 

Mr.  Beach. — We  did  not  refer  to  the  article.  We  referred  to  a  precise 
and  definite  subject— a  charge  in  the  article. 

Judge  Neilson. — Supposed  to  be  embraced  in  the  paper  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — Yes,  sir;  it  is  embraced  in  the  paper,  but  I  understood  your 
Honor  to  say,  in  consequence  of  that  reference  to  that  publication,  we  were 
under  obligations  to  produce  and  give  in  evidence  the  whole  article,  or  that 
it  was  admissible  on  the  one  side,  or  the  other.  Now,  as  I  am  informed  in 
regard  to  that  article,  it  contains  a  good  deal  of  extraneous  matter,  not  bear- 
ing upon  that  question  of  the  particular  accusation,  which  was  considered 
detrimental,  and  which  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  parties  to  avoid  or  suppress, 
and  therefore  I  hope  your  Honor  will  look  at  the  article  before  you  shall  rule 
that  the  whole  of  it  can  be  introduced. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  ihey  should  be  allowed  to  produce  so  much  of 
it  as  will  enable  us  to  consider  the  evidence  which  has  been  given. 

Ifr.  Beach. — That  we  have  no  objection  to. 

Judge  Neilson. — Counsel  will  exercise  his  judgment  on  that  subject. 

Mr.  EvarU. — My  learned  friend  must  produce  that  article.  Your  Honor 
continues  as  Ibllows  [reading  testimony  on  p.  888,  ante] : 

**  Judge  Neilson. — Then  you  can  not  do  it.  You  must  produce  the 
paper;  if  you  produce  the  paper,  and  identify  it,  you  can  eliminate  that  one 
sentence. 

'*  Mr.  FuUerton. — Well,  sir,  we  will  go  on  then  with  the  evidence,  and 
introduce  the  paper  to-morrow. 

'*  Q.  I  want  to  ask  you  what  reply  Mr.  Beecher  made,  if  anything,  when 
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yoa  informed  him  that  you  bad  denied  flatly  to  two  or  three  persons  that  be 
was  an  impure  man  ?    A.  He  thanked  me  for  the  pains  I  had  taken. 

**Q.  Now,  during  these  interviews  between  you  and  Mr.  Boccher  with 
reference  to  that  publication,  where  was  !Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton,  I  be- 
lieve, in  tlie  beginning  was  in  New  Hampshire. 

*'  Q.  And  when  he  returned  did  he  participate  in  any  way  ?  A.  Yes;  be 
was  present  at  an  interview  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  myself. 

''Q.  What  took  place  at  that  interview  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton  said  to  Mr. 
Beecher  that  he  was  not  at  all  responsible  for  that  story.  Mr.  Beecher  said 
he  did  not  believe  he  was.  Mr.  Tilton  asked  Mr.  Beecher  liow  he  thought 
it  was  best  to  meet  that  story.  Mr.  Beecher  told  him  he  did  not  see  exactly 
how  to  meet  it,  at  that  interview — that  is  what  was  said  there.  I  told  Mr. 
Tilton  that  I  thought  it  was  best  to  be  silent,  not  to  attempt  any  reply  to  the 
story." 

Judge  Neilson. — And  you  must  be  allowed  to  know  what  story  it  was. 

Mt\  EvorU. — [Reading.] 

**Mr.  Beecher  said  he  did  not  believe  he  was.  Mr.  Tilton  asked  Mr. 
Beecher  how  he  thought  it  was  best  to  meet  that  story.  Mr.  Beecher  told 
him  he  did  not  see  exactly  how  to  meet  it,  at  that  interview — that  is  what 
was  said  there.  I  told  Mr.  Tilton  that  I  thouglit  it  was  best  to  be  silent,  not 
to  attempt  any  reply  to  the  story.  That  is  the  substance  of  what  occurred 
there." 

Then  tliey  went  on  to  talk  about  a  card  which  was  proposed  as  an  answer 
to  this  paper,  and  ail  this  course  of  examination  that  I  have  read  would  have 
been  excluded  upon  your  Honor's  ruling  and  my  objection,  but  for  the  state- 
ment that  they  were  going  to  produce  the  paper  as  a  part  of  their  evidence. 

Mr,  Morris, — That  is  a  mistake. 

Mr,  Emrts, — I  have  read  it. 

Mr,  Marris. — No  doubt,  but  your  statement  is  incorrect. 

Mr,  Beach. — The  gentleman  misapprehends,  and,  I  think,  misconstrues 
the  evidence. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  ouly  point  is  whether  you  can  find  and  produce 
the  paper,  under  the  obligation  that  it  is  to  be  put  in  evidence,  and  whether 
you  are  not  bound  to  put  the  paper  in  evidence  in  view  of  the  special  circum- 
stances— can  supply  the  paper  and  put  it  in  itself. 

Mr,  Beach, — The  precise  question  presented  by  the  counsel  is,  that  we 
assumed  an  obligation  to  put  in  evidence  the  paper. 

Mr,  EvarU,  —1  did,  and  that  the  examination  went  on  only  upon  that 
condition. 

Mr,  Beach, — ^And  I  assert  that  every  particle  of  that  examination  is  ad- 
missible in  evidence  in  the  absence  of  the  paper,  and  without  producing  it. 

Mr,  Morris, — ^And  the  specific  question  was  abandoned  upon  which  that 
understanding  was  had. 

Judge  Nbilson. — Having  given  all  that  evidence  in  respect  to  the  paper 
without  producing  it,  assuming  you  could  do  so,  not  having  given  the  con 
tents,  they  are  at  liberty  to  produce  the  paper  and  show  it  contained  no 
charges,  but,  on  the  contrary,  is  a  mere  advertisement  of  a  house  for  sale. 
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« 

Mr.  Beach. — Oh  I  certainly,  that  I  accede  to,  if  that  is  your  Honor's  view. 

JuDOB  Neilsdit. — TboD  it  is  a  mere  matter  of  form  whether  yon  read  it 
or  they,  under  the  circumstances. 

Mr,  Evarts, — It  is  by  no  means  a  matter  of  form,  if  your  Honor  please. 
It  is  a  part  of  tlieir  proofs.  Not  one  word  was  allowed  to  proceed  by  your 
Honor,  in  that  inquiry  which  I  read  to  you,  except  upon  the  statement  of  the 
counsel  that  they  would  produce  the  paper,  and  it  went  on,  therefore,  as  if 
the  paper  were  here. 

Judge  Neilson. — Assuming  any  way  they  can  not  produce  it. 

Mr,  EvartB. — I  have  not  any  such  evidence.  I  must  have  some  affidavit  of 
that. 

Mr.  MorrU. — Well,  make  your  affidavits;  we  don't  want  to  make  any. 

Mr.  Eearts, — I  don't  know  about  this.  We  were  very  yielding  about  it, 
and  said  **Very  well,  if  you  are  going  to  produce  the  paper,  go  on,"  and 
they  went  on,  and  made  all  the  inquiries  after  your  Honor  had  closed  their 
mouths,  except  upon  the  paper  being  produced.     They  talked 

Judge  Neilson. — As  to  the  contents  ? 

Mr.  Ecarts. — ^Talked  about  that  story,  it  being  the  subject  that  Mr. 
Beecher  talked  about. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  required  an  answer  in  some  form,  that  we  should 
know  what  it  was. 

Mr.  Ecarts.  —You  can  not  say  what  it  was. 

Judge  NEOiSON. — ^I  give  you  liberty,  on  your  assurance  to  read  it  from  the 
printed  paper,  they  declining  to  read  it. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — ^I  shall  read  it  as  their  e^dence. 

Mr.  Bench. — No,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — No,  you  won't. 

Mr.  Evarfs. — You  will  object,  I  suppose. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — We  don^t  require  any  assistance  from  the  other  side  at  all 
in  producing  our  evidence ;  we  will  try  to  take  care  of  that  matter  ourselves. 
If  that  is  to  be  read  on  our  side,  I  want  to  say  something  about  it. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  don't  want  any  misapprehension  in  regard  to  this.  I  re- 
peat the  gentleman's  conception  of  this  question,  as  arising  upon  the  evidence, 
is  under  an  entire  misapprehension — unintentional,  of  course — an  entire  mis- 
representation of  the  manner  in  which  this  question  arose  before  your  Honor. 
You  must  allow  me  to  read  a  little.     [Reading  testimony  on  p.  387  ante.] : 

**  Q.  Now,  what  occurred  upon  that  publication  ?  A.  I  saw  Mr.  Beecher 
shortly  after  the  ptiblication. 

'*  Q.  State  what  occurred  between  you  ?  A.  Mr.  Beecher  said  that  he 
had  come  to  consult  with  me  as  to  what  it  was  best  to  do  with  reference  to 
that  publication;  what  reply  could  be  made  to  it,  if  any  reply  could  l)e  made. 
He  said  he  saw  no  hope  for  him  since  that  story  bad  been  published.  I  told 
him  that  I  thought  silence  would  kill  that  story;  and  that  if  he  kept  silent 
with  regard  to  it,  simply  pointing  to  his  past  life  as  an  answer  to  it,  and  say 
ing  that  if  that  was  not  an  answer  he  did  not  choose  to  make  any ;  that  it  would 
kill  that  story,  in  my  opinion,  so  far  as  any  evil  effects  of  it  upon  him  was  con- 
'.emed.     We  consulted  frequently  concerning  it,  and  did  not  arrive  at  any 
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other  conclusion  than  that  silence  was  best.  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher,  '  if  I  say 
anything  about  it  I  think  this  will  be  the  best  thing  for  me  to  say  uniformly ; 
that  if  the  story  is  true,  it  was  infamous  to  tell  it ;  and  if  it  was  false,  it  was 
diabolical  to  have  told  it ;  and  that  if  his  life  was  not  an  answer  to  it  I  could 
not  choose  to  make  any — I  should  not  choose  to  make  any  to  anybody.'  Mr. 
Beecher  said  to  me  that  he  thought  it  would  be  judicious  for  me  to  make 
such  a  reply  as  that;  and  I  met  him  after  this  conversation,  and  I  told  him 
that  I  had  made  such  a  reply  as  that  to  several  parties,  and  it  appeared  to  sat- 
isfy them.  I  told  him  that  I  had  been  pressed  close  by  one  or  two  people, 
and  I  had  denied  that  he  was  an  impure  man,  had  denied  that  outright; 
I  did. 

"  Q.  Well,  I  want  to  ask  you  whether  in  this  article  published  by  Mrs 
WoodliMll,  illicit  intercourse  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mrs.  Tilton  was 
charged  ? " 

Now,  that  raised  ^Ir.  Evarts  to  an  objection  that  they  wanted  the  paper, 
but  all  that  preceded  that,  in  regard  to  the  interview  between  this  witness 
and  Mr.  Beecher,  was  entirely  competent  and  proper  in  the  absence  of  th« 
article  itself.  It  was  the  declaration  of  Mr.  Beecher,  in  that  conversation, 
that  characterized  it,  by  asserting  the  probable  effect  it  would  produce. 
Then,  sir,  Mr.  Evarts  says  the  article  should  be  produced: 

''''Mr.  FuUeiton. — Well,  if  you  want  the  article 

*'3fr.  Evarts. — We  don^t  want  the  article." 

Yet  the  counsel  says  we  undertook  to  produce  it  to  them,  and  are  bound 
now  to  produce  it  when  they  disclaimed  all  desire  for  the  article.  [Heading 
testimony  on  p.  387,  ante.^ 

''Mr.  Fullerton, — You  can  have  the  whole  of  it  in,  or  have  that  part  in.  I 
propose  to  leave  it  out  if  you  will  admit  an  answer  to  that  question,  and  pay 
no  further  attention  to  it. 

''Mr.  EvarU, — I  can  not  agree  to  any  substitute  for  evidence. 

''Mr.  Fullerton. — I  propose  to  give  that  in  evidence,  sir;  whether  that  was 
charged  in  that  paper.     It  is  not  necessary  that  we  should  produce  it  here. 

**  Judge  Neilson. — ^Does  the  learned  counsel  stand  upon  the  objection 
that  the  paper  would  best  show  ? 

"Mr.  Evarts. — Yes,  sir. 

"  Judge  Neilson. — Then  you  can  not  do  it.    You  must  produce  the  paper." 

Then  Mr.  Fullerton  says  **  we  must  go  on  with  the  evidence."  What  was 
the  precise  question  before  your  Honor  ?  That  which  was  put  by  Mr.  Fuller- 
ton  whether  the  particular  matter  he  drew  attention  to  waft  published  in  that 
article.  The  objection  was  to  that  evidence.  Mr.  Fullerton  then  says,  **I 
will  go  on  with  the  evidence,"  and  he  did  go  on  with  their  evidence,  not 
as  to  what  the  article  contained,  but  as  to  the  transactions  between  this  wit- 
ness and  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  it,  which  was  entirely  competent  in  the 
absence  of  the  article. 

Judge  Neilson.— Still  it  is  not  to  be  denied,  in  view  of  that  evidence, 
that  they  would  have  a  right  to  put  it  in. 

Mr.  Beach. — ^I  did  not  object  to  that,  but  when  this  gentleman  [Mr. 
EvartsJ  rises  and  says  he  reads  this  as  our  evidence,  and  asserts  that  we 
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assumed  an  obligation,  l«gal  or  honorable,  to  produce  that  paper,  I  deny  it, 
and  the  whole  effort  of  the  gentleman  is  to  throw  upon  us  the  theory  of  pro- 
duciug  this  article,  or  this  extract  from  the  article. 

Mr.  EvarU, — ^That  I  agree  to,  to  hold  you  to  your  promise.  That  is  my 
purpose. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  can  read  the  article. 

Mr.  Beach. — Will  you  permit  me  to  say  to  the  counsel  that  I  think  I  have 
the  support  of  an  objection  to  this  question,  and  while  it  is  always  a  very 
great  delight  to  me  to  listen  to  the  geutlemen,  it  is  difficult  for  me  to  reply  to 
him,  and  I  do  not  want  to  be  called  upon  to  reply  to  another  argument  except 
as  a  matter  of  courtesy. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Now,  I  will  make  a  proposition  of  my  own.  I  have  read  to 
your  Honor  this  evidence  which  followed  what  my  learned  friend  has  said. 
When  I  said,  **We  don't  want  the  article,*'  I  meant  to  say.  We  are  not 
putting  in  proof  here;  if  you  continue  to  put  in  that  proof  here,  we  want  the 
article  you  are  after,  put  in  proof.  Now,  sir,  as  I  understand,  this  plaintiff 
and  bis  counsel  refuse  to  produce  that  paper  aecording  to  that  promise,  I 
move  to  strike  out  every  particle  of  this  witness'  evidence  that  relates  to  the 
subject  of  the  WoodhuU  scandal,  from  beginning  to  end. 

Mr.  Beach. — In  other  words,  if  your  Honor  please,  when  we  prove,  upon 
an  allusion  made  to  that  article,  the  declaration  of  Mr.  Beecher — **  that  will 
ruin  me  " — and  when  he  enters  into  devices  with  this  witness  for  the  purpose 
of  avoiding  that  ruinous  effect  upon  himself,  that  must  be  stricken  out  unless 
we  produce  that  paper. 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  was  my  motion. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  could  not  grant  that  motion  without  selecting  the 
particular  passages  which,  perhaps,  in  the  paper  ought  to  be  stricken  out; 
but,  under  all  the  circumstances,  regarding  this  as  a  misapprehension,  the 
paper  will  be  regarded  as  before  the  court ;  and  you  (Mr.  Evarts)  can  read  it ; 
and,  if  they  do  not  produce  it,  then  you  can  read  it  from  the  printed  paper. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  hope  your  Honor  will  draw  a  distinction  between  the 
article  in  the  paper  and  that  part  of  it  to  which  reference  was  made  by  me 
in  this  examination. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — It  don't  follow  that  a  volume  shall  come  in  evidence  be- 
cause a  paragraph  was  alluded  to. 

Judge  Neilson. —Well,  he  will  first  read  that  paragraph  that  points  to 
your  evidence ;  and  he  shall  exercise  his  judgment  in  regard  to  reading  the 
whole  of  it. 

Mr.  Eoarts. — We  shall  read  all  that  which  relates  to  your  story  of  Mr. 
Beecher,  in  regard  to  the  conversation. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — You  propose  to  do  it  I  I  don't  understand  the  counsel 
on  the  other  side  shall  determine  what  he  shall  do. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Of  course. 

Judge  Neilson. — As  the  paper  was  referred  to,  a  story  was  referred  to, 
be  may  read  so  much  of  it  as  covers  those  two  considerations. 
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AFTERNOON  SESSION 

Francis  D.  Moulton  recalled,  and  the  cross-examination  resumed. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Do  you  know  when  it  was  that  you  had  your  first  interriew 
with  Mr.  Beecher,  after  the  publication  of  the  WoodhuU  scandal  f  A.  No; 
precisely  the  date,  sir,  no;  shortly  after. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  about  how  long  ?    A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Whether  it  was  a  week  or  a  month,  or  two  weeks  or  ten  days  f  A.  It 
was  not  a  month,  sir,  I  think. 

Q.  Was  it  two  weeks  ?  A.  I  had  an  interview  with  him,  I  think,  preced- 
ing the  interview  that  I  had  between  Til  ton  and  Mr.  Beecher  and  myself. 

Q.  Of  which  you  have  spoken  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  state  with  any  detiniteness  when  you  had  your  first  interview  f 
A.  I  can  not  state  precisely  sir;  no. 

Q.  Was  it  the  same  day  that  the  scandal  was  first  published  f  A.  I  don't 
remember  that.     It  was  after  the  scandal  was  published. 

Q.  I  know ;  now,  was  it  a  week  or  ten  days,  or  what  ?  A.  Mr.  Tracy,  I 
would  tell  you  if  I  recollected,  but  I  don't. 

Q.  Can't  you  approximate  within  a  time — from  one  to  two  weeks  ?  A.  I 
think  it  was  within  a  week.     I  don't  remember  the  day  that  it  appeared. 

Q.  Can  you  fix  the  time  when  the  interview  to  which  you  have  referred 
on  your  direct  examination  >is  occurring  at  your  house,  between  yourself  and 
Tilton  and  Beecher — can  vou  tell  when  that  was  ?  A.  It  was  on  election 
day,  I  think,  sir. 

Q.  Between  yourself  and  Beecher  and  Mr.  Tilton  f  A.  Tes,  sir.  I  think 
it  was  on  election  day. 

Q.  Did  I  understand  you  to  say  that  at  that  interview  Mr.  Tilton  bad  a 
statement  written  and  which  he  asked  Mr.  Beecher  if  be  could  stand  that  be 
could  stand  anything  ?    A.  Oh  I  no. 

Q.  That  is  another.  Now  I  read  an  extract  from  what  is  known  as  the 
Woodhull  scandal.  **My  friend" — meaning  you,  for  they  have  used  youi 
name  before — **  My  friend  took  a  pistol" 

Mr,  Beach, — One  moment,  sir. 


Mr.  Tracy, — Well,  I  read  the  passage.     **My  friend  took  a  pistol  "■ 


Mr.  BeacJi. — One  moment,  sir.     I  do  not  think  that  it  should  be  assumed 
that  the  gentleman  reads  from  what  is  called  the  Woodhull  scandal. 

Mr.  Tracy, — The  paper  is  before  the  court.     The  court  will  take  judicial 
notice  whether  it  is  or  not. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  gentlemen  can  say  whether  they  know  that  is  the 
paper.     If  they  do,  I  think  we  can  take  that  to  save  time. 

Mr.  Ecarta. — Mr.  Morris,  just  look  at  that  newspaper  and  see. 

Mr.  Morris. — ^Well,  I  can  not  tell. 

Mr,  Evarts, — Well,  then  we  will  go  on.  They  say  they  can  not  tell  any- 
thing about  it. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — No;  we  don't  say  that. 

Mr,  Evarts. — We  read  from  WoodJtvIl  and  Ctajlin^i  Weekly  of  May  17, 
1878,  a  paper  which  is  a  republication  of  the  issue  of  that  date,  of  the  pub- 
UcatioD  of  November,  1872 
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Mr.  Shfarman, — ^I  have  here  the  original  paper  of  November  dd,  1873, 
although  it  is  a  little  more  convenient  to  read  from  the  other  one. 

Mr.  2^art«.—'*  New  York,  November  2d.  1872." 

Mr,  Shfarman. — That  is  the  original  paper. 

Judge  Neilsok. — There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  about  that. 

Mr.  Etarts, — Tliis  is  more  convenient  to  take  to  the  witness,  I  suppose. 
This  purports  to  be  a  republication  of  the  whole  article.  It  is  not  a  ruufM 
of  any  kind. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  begin  to  read  the  extract  again  :  **I  went  to  him  and 
stated  the  case  fully.  We  were  both  members  of  Plymouth  Church.  My 
friend  took  a  pistol  and  went  to  Mr.  Beecher,  and  demanded  the  letter  of 
Mrs.  Tilton,  under  penalty  of  instant  death."  [To  the  witness.]  Did  you 
do  that  ?    A.  Did  I  do  what,  sir  f 

Q    What  is  stated — what  I  just  read  f    A.  Demanding 

Q.  Yes :  is  that  statement  true  ? 

Mr.  Morris. — Is  that  to  be  gone  over  again  f 

Mr.  FullertoN. — That  very  question  was  put  to  him. 

Judge  Nbilsok. — He  has  given  all  the  particulars;  but  you  can  ask  him 
the  question,  although  he  has^ sworn  that  it  is  not  so. 

Mr.  Morris. — Yes,  sir;  he  has  been  asked  the  very  question. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  did  not  understand  your  Honor. 

Judge  Neilbon — ^He  has  gone  over  that  ground  fully  and  particularly, 
and  given  us  word  for  word  all  about  it. 

Mr.  Bvarts, — We  will  see,  if  your  Honor  please. 

Mr.  Tracy. — He  has  said  that  he  never  had  any  such  transaction.  Now,  I 
am  reading  from  the  paper  itself,  and  asking  him  if  it  is  true. 

Judge  Neilbon — What  I  meatf  to  say  is  this,  that  he  has  stated  that 
interview  circumstantially  and  in  detail,  the  conversation,  the  circumstance  of 
the  pistol  and  how  he  recollects  it. 

Mr.  EcarU. — We  do  not  propose  to  renew  that. 

Mr.  Morris. — And  beyond  that,  he  denies  that  very  fact  in  his  testimony. 
He  has  been  asked  in  regard  to  that  very  fact. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  do  not  propose  to  renew  that  matter.  We  have  now  got 
the  paper  before  him,  and  we  read  that  statement  from  the  paper  as  it  is,  and 
ask  him  if  it  is  true. 

Judge  Neilbon. — Well,  you  can  ask  him  that. 

Mr.  Beach. — No,  sir.  The  peculiarity  of  this  proceeding  on  the  part  of 
'he  counsel  is  that  they  do  not  ask  the  witness  simply  whether  that  fact  is 
jue,  but  they  are  attempting  to  draw  in  this  paper,  this  publication,  by  as- 
suming to  read  from  the  publication — from  the  paper  of  WoodliuU  &  Olaflin. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Precisely. 

Mr.  Beach. — Now,  sir,  we  do  not  want  our  silence  to  be  assumed  as  ap- 
proving that  statement  of  the  counsel. 

Judge  Nbilson. — The  form  of  the  question  is  unnecessarily  hostile. 
This  witness  should  be  treated  as  every  other  witness,  and  there  may  be  wit- 
nesses about  whom  I  shall  have  a  good  deal  of  solicitude.  It  is  a  question 
that  bristles  with  hostility.    Can*t  you  put  it  in  a  different  form  ? 
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Mr,  Tracy. — I  don't  know  how  I  can  put  it  in  a  different  form,  except  to 
read  the  extract  and  ask  him  if  it  is  true. 

Mr,  Beach. — I  object  to  their  reading  the  extract  from  anything. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  can  ask  him  if  he  did  that. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — That  they  have  asked  him. 

Mr.  Beach. — Let  them  ask  it  again. 

Mr,  Tracy. — I  ask,  then,  witness,  if  you  did  what  is  there  stated  ? 

Mr.  Morris. — We  object  to  that.  You  may  ask  what  he  did,  but  what  is 
there  stated  I  don't  care  anything  al)6ut. 

Mr.  Bench. — The  counsel  does  not  follow  the  instructions  of  your  Honor 
in  putting  the  question. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  gave  us  to  understand  that  he  could  not. 

Mr.  Morris. — Well,  he  can. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  do  not  think  on  a  cross-examination  he  is  bound  by 
the  simple  form  of  asking  what  lie  did,  because  he  has  told  that  on  the  direct. 

Mr.  Morris. — He  may  ask  if  he  did  so  and  so,  not  what  is  there  stated. 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  is  exactly  what  we  are  asking,  if  he  did  what  was 
there  stated  ? 

Mr.    Fullerton. — How  does  it  appear  that  it  is  there  stated  ? 

Mr.  Ecarts. — We  have  just  read  it. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — You  have  no  right  to  read  it.     It  is  not  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Evarts, — Yes,  your  Honor  has  said  that  it  is  before  the  Court, 

Mr.  Fullerton.— Yf  ho  brings  it  before  the  Court  ?  We  have  it  before  the 
Court,  it  is  true,  but  it  is  not  in  evidence. 

Judge  Neilson. — One  at  a  time,  gentlemen.  The  paper  is  brought  be- 
fore the  Court  under  very  peculiar  circumstances  owing  to  the  evidence  that 
has  been  received  and  some  misapprehension  as  to  the  duty  of  putting  it  in. 
and  therefore  it  was  that  I  thought  it  proper  to  regard  it  as  before  the  Court 
and  allow  them  to  read  it. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Now,  if  your  Honor  please,  let  us  have  a  proper  under- 
standing in  regard  to  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  just  the  point. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Can  it  be  pretended  by  the  other  side  that  they  can  put 
the  whole  of  that  publication  in  evidence  because  a  specific  charge  in  it  waa 
alluded  to  in  the  direct  examination  of  the  witness  a  few  days  since. 

Judge  Neilson. — No. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — That  being  so,  let  us  proceed  a  step  further  then.  This 
part  that  they  now  pretend  to  read  is  not  in  evidence  under  that  ruling.  If 
anything  is  in  evidence  which  is  contained  in  that  paper  it  ia  the  charge 
against  Mr.  Beecher,  and  that  alone,  and  now  they  do  not  propose  to  read 
that  charge  against  Mr.  Beecher,  but  they  propose  to  read  something  else, 
which  something  else  is  not  in  evidence,  because  the  whole  paper,  as  a  pro- 
duction, is  not  in  evidence.     It  is  very  clear,  sir,  it  seems  to  me. 

Judge  Neilson. — Thefi  the  orderly  way,  you  think,  would  be  for  them  to 
read  first,  under  this  permission  given,  what  is  supposed  to  be  applicable,  and 
then  to  interrogate  the  witness. 

Mr,  Fulhrton,^Thej  should  read  that  which  is  within  your  Honor's  ruling, 
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whatever  that  may  be,  and  nothing  beyond  it,  because  there  is  nothing 
plainer  than  a  single  paragraph  having  been  read  from  a  paper  it  does  not 
follow  that  the  whole  production  is  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Jft^rrw.— That  question  was  not  answered. 

Mr,  FvlUrton, — 1  know  it  was  not  answered. 

Judge  Neilson.  —What  constrained  the  court  to  let  in  that  paper  was  the 
suggestion  that  it  revealed  the  scandal  and  contained  a  story,  which  story  had 
been  referred  to  by  the  witness  in  his  previous  examination. 

Mr.  FuiUrton. — The  question  put  to  the  witness  was  whether  in  that  pro- 
duction there  was  a  ciiargc  of  illicit  intercourse  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Beecher 
with  a  lady  therein  named.     That  was  the  question. 

Mr.  Evarts. — By  us  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — No,  by  us. 

Mr,  Evarts, — We  are  not  putting  your  question  over  again. 

Mr,  FuUtrton, — I  know  it,  but  I  am,  for  the  purpose  of  illustrating  my 
argument. 

Judge  Neilson.  — I  propose  that  you  read  such  part  of  the  paper  as  yoo 
deem  material,  and  then  interrogate  him. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — Such  part  of  the  paper  as  they  deem  material  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  within  the  sense  that  we  are  acting,  as  to  the  story 
and  the  charge. 

Mr.  FuiUrton. — The  charge  against  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Mr.  Evarts, — As  to  the  story  that  this  witness  has  spoken  of,  as  the  subject 
of  conversation  between  him  and  Mr.  Beecher. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir;  now,  read  such  part  of  it  as  you  understand 
covers  that. 

Mr.  FuiUrton, — ^I  supposed,  sir,  that  they  were  to  read  such  parts  as  the 
court  understands  cover  it. 

JifDGE  Neilson. — I  say  the  story  and  the  charge. 

Mr,  FuiUrton, — Your  Honor's  understanding  and  my  friends'  understand- 
ing on  the  other  side  would  be  two  things. 

Mr.  Evarts. — How  are  we  to  come  together  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — ^I  ask  that  you  submit  to  us  what  you  propose  to  read. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  that  would  be  proper. 

Mr.  Tracy, — I  propose  to  read :  '*I  had  one  friend" — that  [handing  the 
paper  to  Mr.  Beach]. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  proceed  and  read  it,  gentlemen. 

Mr,  Beach, — I  think  it  more  proper,  sir,  that  your  Honor  should  look  at 
this  than  that  I  shoul  i.      I  have  marked,  sir,  the  point. 

Judge  Neilson. — Have  you  marked  the  point  that  they  propose  to  read  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarts, — ^It  is  Mr.  Beach's  marking. 

Mr.  Beach. — What?  Mr.  Beach's  marking?  It  is  marked  under  the 
direction  of  Mr.  Tracy. 

Mr.  Emrts. — Well,  I  say. 

Mr.   Beach.' -It  purports  to  be   an  inten'iew  between  a    reporter  and 

Mrs.  Woodhull,   commencing  there  and  ending  the  thini  page  from  there 
48—1. 
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[indicating  the  portion  referred  to],  and  I  object  to  it  as  incompetent  and 
immaterial. 

Judge  Neilsok. — Mr.  Tracy,  yon  have  it  before  yon;  what  part  do  yon 
propose  to  read  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  part  beginning  with  **  Reporter." 

Judge  Neilson. — On  the  second  page  ? 

Vr.  Tracy. — I  don*t  know  what  page  it  is  on. 

Judge  Nbilbok. — Well,  the  second  page  in  this  book.  Down  to  wiiat 
point  ? 

Mr.  Tracy, — Down  to  the  end  of  that  interview. 

Mr,  Beach, — The  third  page  from  that. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^Including  the  letter  of  a  third  person  here  f 

Mr.  Beach. — Including  everything,  sir. 

Mr,  Tracy, — ^We  don't  care  about  the  third  person's  name,  your  Honor.  • 
It  will  take  some  little  time  to  go  over  that  and  select  out,  perhaps  the  names 
of  third  parties.     We  want  the  story  simply  as  it  relates  to  Mr.  Beecher  and 
the  witness  and  Mr.  Tilton,  as  told  there. 

Mr,  EvarU. — We  want  what  formed  the  basis  of  the  conversation,  which 
this  witness  has  detailed,  between  him  and  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr.  Beacfi.  -The  difficulty  is  to  ascertain  what  that  is. 

Judge  Neilsok. — That  is  the  difficulty.  Here  is  a  reference  in  the  third 
column  of  the  fourth  page  to  Mrs.  Tilton.  I  can  not  conceive  that  any 
evidence  we  have  had  would  justify  the  reading  of  that,  or  that  it  is  material, 
what  this  writer  says  about  Mrs.  Tilton.  That  was  not  the  subject  of  dis- 
cussion between  the  witness  and  the  defendant. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^It  will  take  so  long,  your  Honor,  to  go  over  that  and  pick  out 
the  different  paragraphs,  perhaps,  that  relate  strictly  to  the  parties  here,  that 
I  had  better  move  to  another  part  of  the  cross-examination  and  renew  this. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  think  so,  and  mark  the  specific  passages,  in  brief. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^My  plan  of  examination  was  to  read  now  the  paragraphs  that 
related  strictly  to  the  parties  and  to  this  witness.  I  did  not  propose  to  read 
anything  that  did  not  relate  to  their  witness,  and  finish  my  cross-examina- 
tion of  him  on  that  subject,  and  then  at  our  leisure  pat  in  such  parts  of  the 
paper  as  we  desired  to  have  in.  That  was  the  plan  that  I  originally  marked 
out  for  myself. 

Judge  Neilson. — Haven't  you  the  examination  of  the  witness  before  yoa 
already  on  these  very  points  ? 

Mr,  EoarU. — Not  with  this  paper  before  us.  We  can  proceed  with  some- 
thing else. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^Well. 

Mr,  Tracy, — That  is  the  way  I  originally  proposed  to  do  it« 

Judge  Neilbok. — Proceed  to  some  other  subject  and  dissect  this  at  your 
leisure. 

Mr.  Tracy, — We  can  renew  this  just  as  well. 

Judge  Neilson. — And  use  as  little  of  it  as  you  can  help.  It  is  like  medi- 
cine.    Don't  take  too  much  of  it ;  it  is  unpleasant.     Go  on,  Mr.  Tracy. 

Mr,  Fulhrton, — We  object  that  the  medicine  don't  suit  the  disease  at  all 
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JTr.  Trney. — That  you  can  only  teH  by  trying.    That  is  the  way  the  doctors  do. 

Mr,  FuUerton.  —That  is  the  way  lawyers  do  sometimes,  bat  I  guess  doctors 
don't,  who  understand  themselves. 

Jfr.  Tracy, — Now,  Mr.  Moulton,  will  you  tell  us  what  source  of  revenue 
Mr.  Tilton  had,  to  your  knowledge,  from  January  Ist,  1871,  down  to  May 
1st,  1874  ?     A.  What  source  of  revenue  ? 

Q.  What  source  or  j»ourcea  of  revenue  he  had,  to  your  knowledge,  from 
January  1st,  1871  to  May  1st.  1874?  A.  He  had  on  deposit  with  Woodruff  & 
Robinson  some  money,  sir.  He  had  the  subscriptions  to  The  Golden  Age,  and  he 
had — when  I  speak  of  subscriptions,  I  mean  the  capital  stock  of  The  Golden  Age, 

Mr,  Evartff, — Contributions?  A.  Yes,  sir;  contributions,  that  is  a  better 
word;  and  then  the  subscriptions  to  The  Golden  Age,  an  income  from  the 
paper,  sir;  and  he  had  also  $7,000  from  Mr.  Bowen;  and  from  May  8d, 
1873,-1  think  thsit  was  the  date.  May  3d,  1873,or  May  2d,  1878,— the  $5,000, 
which  lie  didn't  know  anything  about,  however. 

Mr,  Beach. — He  is  giving  the  capital  instead  of  sources  of  revenue. 

Mr.  Tracy. — He  is  not  giving  the  sources  of  income.  I  move  that  the  last 
answer  of  the  witness  be  stricken  out. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  words  "  he  did  not  know  anything  about  it  "  are 
stricken  out. 

Mr.  Tra^i/.—Theit  $5.000— you  refer  to  the  $5,000  which  came  from  Mr. 
Bcecher  ?  A.  I  refer  to  the  $5,000  that  Mr.  Beech er  gave  to  me  for  him ; 
yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  named  now  all  the  sources  of  revenue  that  he  had,  to  your 
knowledge  ?  A.  I  don't  know  whether  the  book,  sir.  was  issued— **  Tempest 
Tossed  "  was  issued  before  May  tst,  1874,  or  not — whether  he  had  finished  it. 

Q.  Well,  do  you  know  whether  he  had  received  any  income  from  it  be- 
fore May  I  St,  1874  ?  A.  I  don't  know  whether  he  had  received  any  monc} 
from  that  or  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  he  received  any  income  from  T?is  Ghlden  Age, 
or  whether  it  failed  to  pay  expenses  ?  A.  I  don't  know  that  of  my  own 
knowledge,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  now  named  all  the  sources  of  income  that  Mr.  Tilton  had, 
to  your  knowledge  ?    A.  Of  income — ^I  think  I  have;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Does  that  include  borrowed  money  ?    A.  From  me  ? 

Q.  Prom  anybody  ?  Does  it  include  your  borrowed  money  that  you 
loaned  him?  A.  I  don't  know;  I  have  not  mentioned  that,  sir;  there  was 
not  so  much  of  that,  I  find. 

Q.  In  addition  to  what  you  have  mentioned,  were  your  loans  to  him  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Had  he  any  other  source  of  income  to  your  knowledge  ?  A.  Not  that 
I  know  of. 

Q.  No  other  loans  ?    A.  From  anybody  else  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  No  other  funds  applied  to  the  support  of  The  Golden  Age  f  A.  None 
that  I  know  of. 

Q.  What  amount  of  income  did  he  receive  from  your  loans  ?    A.  I  have 
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had  it  examined,  sir,  and  I  can  not  determine  that.  I  had  oar  accountant — 
I  told  Mr.  Porter  that  I  would  have  him  look  over  the  books,  but  there  ii 
nothing  by  which  I  could  be  guided,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  brought  your  books  here  ?  A.  No,  I  have  not  brought  the 
books  here. 

Q.  I  thought  you  were  to  bring  the  books  here  of  Woodruff  and  Robin* 
sons.  Do  you  know  of  his  having  any  income  from  lectures  during  that 
period  ?  A.  Yes,  he  did,  I  believe,  have  income  from  lectures,  which  I  did 
not  recall  when  I  answered  your  question. 

Q.  How  much  f    A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  What  years  ?  A.  My  impression  is  that  he  lectured  in  the  beginning 
of  1871,  sir,  and  in  the  winter  of  1871  and  the  spring  of  1872;  I  think  so; 
I  won't  be  certain  about  that. 

Q.  Now,  do  you  know  whether  his  lecture  seasons  did  or  did  not  produce 
any  iucome  ?    A.  They  did  produce  some,  sir;  I  don't  know  how  much. 

Q.  Tou  do  not  know  how  much  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Now,  have  you  named  all  ?    A.  I  think  I  have,  sir,  as  far  as  I  recollect. 

Q.  Were  your  firm  his  bankers  during  this  time  ?  A.  He  had  money  on 
deposit,  sir,  with  our  firm. 

Q.  Had  he  any  other  bank  account  to  your  knowledge  f  A.  I  dont 
know  that  he  had. 

Q.  How  did  that  account  stand  in  April — 2d  or  5th,  is  it,  when  he  re- 
ceived and  deposited  with  you  $7,000  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton. — That  appears  by  the  account  itself,  sir, 

JuDQE  Neelson. — ^There  are  both  accounts  there. 

The   Witness, — ^I  can  not  state  from  memory,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  will  show  you  the  account.  •  How  often  had  you  loaned 
him  money,  should  you  say,  during  this  time  ?    A.  Not  very  often,  dr. 

Q-  Loaned  it  on  his  application  f  A.  Sometimes  I  asked  him  if  ho 
wanted  any  money. 

Q.  And  if  he  said  he  did  you  loaned  it  to  him,  did  you  f  A.  Yes,  sir; 
generally. 

Q.  What  amounts  have  you  loaned  him  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton. — ^That  is  all  gone  over,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^Yes,  sir;  *•  When  he  wanted  money  I  gave  it  to  him,' 
he  said,  "  and  generally  in  currency."  « 

The  Witness. — Mr.  Porter  asked  me  if  it  exceeded  $5,000,  and  I  answered 
him  no,  Mr.  Tracy. 

Mr.  Tracy. ^In  the  aggregate  ?  A.  Yes,  sir,  he  asked  me  if  it  exceeded 
$5,000  in  the  aggregate. 

Q.  Now,  I  ask  you  what  is  the  largest  amount  you  loaned  him  at  any  one 
time  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  Were  these  loans  independent  of  your  contribution  ?    A.  Yea,  sir. 

Q.  How  large  is  the  largest  amount  you  recollect  of  loaning  him  at  any 
one  time  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect,  sir,  anything  about  it,  what  was  the  lazgest 
amount. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  of  loaning  him  as  high  as  $500  dollars  at  any  one  timrf 
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Mr,  MorrU, — Tour  Hod  or,  is  this  to  be  gone  over  again  f  It  has  all  been 
gone  over  with  particularity. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^It  has  been  gone  over  jost  as  every  other  subject  has  been 
gone  over. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — That  is  so. 

Jtr,  Tracy. — Judge  Porter  asked  one  or  two  questions  about  the  fact 
whether  he  had  loaned  hiiu  money. 

Judge  Neilbon. — Oh  I  more  than  one  or  two  questions;  he  examined  him 
as  much,  I  think,  as  in  his  judgment  the  point  called  for. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Our  recollection  is  that  he  only  asked  him  as  to  the  aggre- 
gate amount  and  nothing  as  to  the  details.  That  is  our  recollection  on  our 
side. 

Mr,  Morris. — It  is  a  mistake. 

Judge  Nbilsoh. — He  exercised  his  judgment.  He  asked  him  as  to 
loans. 

Mr,  Tracy. — So  Judge  Porter  touched  on  every  point  generally. 

Judge  Nbilson. — I  said  you  could  ask  inm  this  question.  Perhaps  that 
will  satisfy  you. 

Q.  Can  you  state  whether  you  ever  loaned  him  as  high  as  $500  at  any  one 
time  ?  A.  I  can  not,  sir ;  but  I  can  state  that  I  never  loaned  him  to  exceed 
$500«  I  think,  at  any  one  time. 

Q.  Will  you  look  at  the  account,  and  tell  us  whether  liis  account  with 
Woodruff  and  Robinsons  was  overdrawn  at  the  time  he  received  the  money 
from  Bowen  ?  A.  It  would  appear  from  tlds,  sir,  that  the  account  was  over- 
drawn 1564.39. 

Q.  At  the  time  he  received  the  $7,000  of  Bowen  ?  A.  It  would  appear  so 
from  this,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  sir,  from  the  account  when  was  that  $7,000  exhausted,  and  the 
entire  amount  in  your  firm^s  hands  belonging  to  him  exhausted  ? 

Mr.  FulUrton, — ^I  dislike  to  trouble  your  Honor  with  objections,  but  it 
does  seem  to  me  that  this  is  a  waste  of  time.  There  are  the  figures  which 
prove  whatever  they  do  prove,  and  there  is  no  necessity  for  any  one^s  swear- 
ing to  them. 

Mr.  Morris. — The  account  has  been  read  in  evidence  Mr.  Tracy. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Well,  but  the  balances. 

Mr.  Morris. — Yes,  the  balances,  every  item  of  the  account,  both  sides. 

Judge  Neilbon. — Ydh  might  substitute  the  word  **  withdrawn  "  for  •*  ex- 
hausted.'* 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^Yes,  the  stenographer  may  change  the  question. 

The  Witness. — Shall  I  add  it  up  to  answer  your  last  question  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — Yes,  if  it  will  not  take  too  long.  Don't  it  show  readily  ? 
A.  No,  it  don't  show  readily. 

Judge  Neilson. — When  was  the  whole  amount  withdrawn  ?  That  is  the 
last  question.    A.  The  account  seems  to  be  closed  on  April  21st. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^When  was  the  last  item  withdrawn ;  when  did  he  draw  the 
last  item  of  that  account  f  A.  $170.48  seems  to  have  been  drawn  here  on 
April  21st,  1878. 
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Q.  When  was  the  next  to  the  last  item  drawi  ?  A.  December  2l8t — De- 
cember 27th,  according  to  this  account — $000. 

Q.  Now,  will  you  tell  us  whether  that  did  not  withdraw  the  entire  accoont  f 
A.  The  account  seems  to  have  been  balanced  on  April  2l8t,  1873. 

Q.  I  ask  you  to  tell  us  whether,  when  he  drew  on  the  27th  of  December, 
the  draft  on  you,  he  had  anything  remaining,  and,  if  so,  how  much  ?  A. 
When  he  drew  the  draft  on  the  27th  of  December  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir  ?  A.  I  wish  Mr.  Sliearman  would  add  this  up;  I  can  not  see; 
my  eyesight  is  not  good  enough. 

Mr.  Evarts, — We  will  verify  it. 

The  Witness, — I  can  hardly  see,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Vt*ry  well,  sir,  pass  it  back;  we  will  do  that.  [Taking  the 
account  from  the  witness.] 

The  Witness. — The  account  is  as  it  stands.  I  don't  know  anything  about 
it  further  than  that. 

Q.  What  source  of  income  had  Mr.  Tilton  from  January  1st,  1878,  to  the 
receipt  of  the  $5,000  by  you  from  Mr.  Beecher  in  May,  1873?  A.  I  don't 
know  that  lie  had  any,  sir,  except  from  The  Gohlen,  Age — whether  that  paid 
or  not — the  receipts  from  that. 

Q.  That  you  don't  know  ?    A.  No;  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Did  you  loan  him  any  money  during  that  time  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect 
that  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  Did  any  one  else  contribute  any  money  to  him  during  that  time  to  your 
knowledge — during  that  period  ?    A.  Not  to  my  knowledge;  no,  sir. 

Q.  You  had  an  interview,  you  say,  with  Mr.  Beecher  on  the  subject  of  this 
$5,000  before  you  received  it  from  him  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  where  that  interview  was  ?  A.  Well,  there  were  in- 
terviews at  mv  house  about  it. 

Q.  You  say  interviews  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  More  than  one  ?    A.  I  think  there  was  more  than  one;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Having  reference  to  this  $5,000  ?  A.  Having  reference  to  help  for 
The  Golden  Age. 

Q.  Well,  I  am  talking  about  the  $5,000  now.  A.  Yes;  I  think  there  was 
more  than  one  with  reference  to  the  $5,000. 

Q.  At  either  of  those  interviews  did  you  present  to  Mr.  Beecher  drafts  or 
checks  of  any  person,  saying  to  him  in  substance,  ^'This  is  friendship;" 
*'This  is  what  I  call  friendship  ?'•    A.  I  don't  remefnber  that  phraseology,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  did  you  show  him  drafts  from  any  person  which  you  had  received 
as  a  contribution  to  The  Oolden  Age^  or  to  Theodore  Tilton,  either  ?  A.  If 
you  will  allow  me,  sir,  I  will  tell  you  as  nearly  as  I  recollect  what  I  did  show 
him. 

Q.  Yes,  sir.  A.  There  was  a  friend  of  mine,  and  of  Mr.  Tilton,  who  seat 
me  either  a  check  or  two  checks,  and  in  additicm  to  it  a  note,  I  forget  for 
how  much,  which  the  person  wanted  me  to  discount  and  use  as  I  saw  fit  fur 
The  Oolden  Age.     I  didn't  think  it  was  best  to  do  it,  and  returned  it. 

Mr.  Evart^, — What  you  told  Mr.  Beecher,  not  what  you  thought  t  A.  I 
told  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Tilton  would  not  take  that  money. 
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Mr,  TVacy.  -  What  was  the  aggregate?    A.  That  I  don't  remember,  sir. 

Q.  Don't  you  remember  anything  about  it?  A.  No;  I  don't  recollect 
about  it;  I  have  asked  about  it  since  to  find  out. 

JxTDOE  Neilson. — You  showcd  him  those  papers,  did  you?  A.  Yes,  sir, 
that  is  all;  I  don't  remember  anything  about  the  amount. 

Mr.  Tracy, — Do  you  remember  whether  it  was  as  high  as  $5,000?  A.  I 
don't  recollect,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  it  was  as  high  as  $3,000  ?  A.  I  don't 
recollect. 

Q.  Was  there  more  than  one  draft  or  check  to  make  up  the  gross  amount  ? 
A.  I  think,  sir,  that  there  were  two  pieces  of  paper;  I  think  there  was  one 
check  and  one  note. 

Q.  Whose  was  it  ?    A.  Shall  I  answer  that  question,  your  Honor  ? 

Judge  Neilsgn. — It  don't  seem  to  be  material. 

Mr,  Ecnrts, — We  think  it  is  material,  if  your  Honor  please. 

Mr,  M(/rris, — ^We  object. 

Mr,  Emrts. — It  is  part  of  the  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher. 

Judge  Neilson. — No  name  was  mentioned. 

Mr,  Evarts, — He  does  not  say  that. 

Judge  Neilsok. — It  does  not  appear  in  the  evidence  that  any  name  was 
mentioned. 

Mr,  Evarts, — Well,  we  ask  him  if  it  was,  and  if  the  name  was  mentioned 
to  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Mr.. Morris, — We  object. 

Mr,  Emrts, — We  infer  from  the  fact  that  Mr.  Tilton  said  he  would  not 
accept  it  from  that  source. 

Judge  Neilsgn. — I  do  not  think  the  name  is  material. 

Mr,  Tracy, — We  desire  to  have  all  the  conversation. 

Judge  Neilsgn. — You  can  have  all  the  conversation,  and  I  will  allow  you 
to  get  it  Go  on  with  the  examination.  I  think  his  name  ought  not  to  be 
mentioned.     That  is  all. 

Mr,  Tracy, — You  say  you  showed  Mr.  Beecher  those  drafts?  A.  Yes, 
sir. 

"Q.  Did  he  see  the  name  ?    A.  I  think  he  did. 

Q.  Was  the  name  mentioned  ?    A.  I  think  it  was. 

Judge  Neilsgn. — Then  you  can  give  it,  if  it  was  mentioned  in  the  con- 
versation ? 

Tke  Witness. — Shall  I  give  it,  your  Honor  ? 

Judge  Neilsgn. — Yes,  if  it  was  mentioned  in  the  conversation,  you  can 
give  it. 

Mr.  Beach. — One  moment.  I  was  busy  and  I  have  not  particularly  under- 
stood this  <}uestion,  but  do  not  think  it  follows,  because  immaterial,  imperti- 
nent, or  scandalous  or  offensive  matter  may  have  been  mentioned  in  that  con- 
versation which  has  no  connection  with  the  subject-matter  of  this  controversy, 
it  necessarily  comes  in  evidence.  If  needful  I  will  send  for  authorities  to 
satisfy  your  Honor,  that  where  one  party  calls  for  a  conversation  and  it  is 
given,  the  other  party  may  give  the  remainder  of  the  conversation,  so  far  as 
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it  is  material  to  explain  that  which  has  been  put  in  evidence,  but  it  does  not 
make  the  whole  matter  which  Mr.  Beecher  may  have  asserted  in  that  conver- 
sation material. 

J/r.  Evarts. — We  have  not  asked  him  about  Mr.  Beecher. 

.Vr.  Beach. — I  don't  know  what  the  conversation  was,  that  was  paitica- 
larly  referred  to.  I  understand,  sir,  that  this  was  a  conversation  l>etween 
Tilton,  Moulton  and  Beecher  in  regard  to  a  contribution. 

Judge  Neilson.— No;  Tilton  was  not  present. 

Mr.  Beach. — Moulton  and  Beecher.  Tilton  was  not  then  present.  Well, 
even  if  he  had  been  present  it  would  make  no  difference.  A  declaration  of 
Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  a  third  person 

iVr.  ?Jt>nrtA.—yfe  have  not  asked  for  Mr.  Beecher*s  declaration;  we  are 
not  asking  for  Mr.  Beecher's  declaration. 

Mr.  Beach.— ^h&t  is  it  your  are  asking  ? 

Mr.  EcarU, — We  are  asking  what  this  witness  said  to  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr.  Beach, — That  don't  make  any  difference,  sir,  whether  it  was  said  by 
one  party  or  the  other;  it  is  totally  immaterial. 

Judge  Neilsgn. — It  appears  that  a  third  person,  acting,  perhaps,  in  the 
interest  of  The  Golden  Age^  sent  a  check  and  note  suggesting  that  the  note 
be  discounted  and  the  money  applied.  It  was  not  thought  wise  to  discount 
the  note.  Those  papers  were  shown  to  Mr.  Beecher,  and  some  conversation 
had  in  respect  to  it.  The  question  was  whether  the  witness  did  not  say  to 
Mr.  Beecher,  in  reference  to  those  papers,  **that  is  friendship  indeed/'  or 
something  of  that  kind. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — Yes,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  whole  thing  is  collateral. 

Mr.  Beach.  —That  is  what  I  was  going  to  remark. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  don't  touch  the  issue  we  are  trying  at  all,  although 
it  may  have  some  bearing  upon  the  other  matter,  whether  Mr.  Tilton  had  any 
means  or  not. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  do  not  regjird  it  as  collateraL  If  your  Honor  will  al- 
low us  to  state  how  it  comes  in. 

Judge  Xeilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarts. — TMs  witness  has  undertaken  to  give  the  interview  bettfreen 
him  and  Mr.  Beecher  which  led  to  Mr.  Beecher's  contribution  of  $5,000.  and 
the  instructions  concerning  it,  all  which  is  adduced  here  as  eVidence,  in 
the  shape  in  which  he  has  presented  it  especially,  of  crimination  against  Mr. 
Beecher  by  that  contribution.  Now,  we  propose  to  show  what  did  pass 
between  this  witness  and  Mr.  B:echer  antecedent  to  his  payment  of  the 
$5,000,  and  the  witness  has  told  us  that  there  was  more  than  one  interview. 
Now  we  are  getting  at  those  interviews.  That  is  the  way  it  comes  in,  and  we 
propose  to  show  exactly  what  did  puss  between  this  witness  and  Mr.  Beecher, 
and  then  we  will  see  whether  the  ccmstruction  that  fias  been  put  upon  it  in 
what  has  already  been  given  is  the  true  one. 

Mr.  Be<ich. — The  witness  has  given  no  construction  to  it;  he  has  merely 
related  interviews  which  have  bfien  called  for  by  the  counsel  upon  the  other 
side;  none  which  have  been  introduced  by  us  on  that  subject. 
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Mr,  Evarts. — In  a  previous  interview.  On  your  own  evidence  he  gave  one 
of  the  interviews  that  preceded  the  $5,000. 

.TuDou  NsiLsoN. — Now,  you  can  have  all  the  rest  of  that  interview,  if  all 
of  the  conversation  was  not  given. 

Mr.  EtarU. — ^We  can  have  the  preceding  interview  also.  The  re»  to  be 
proved  is  what  pa<*sed  between  this  witness  and  Mr.  Beecher  that  bears  upon 
Mr.  Beecher's  contribution.  It  is  just  as  much  a  part  of  the  res  if  it  happened 
in  a  conversation  prior  to  the  one  that  be  has  detailed.  I  submit  to  your 
Honor  that  that  is  very  clear. 

Mr.  Beach. — We  have  not  fjiven  an  interview,  sir,  upon  that  subject.  I 
mean  the  subject  of  contributions  to  The  Oolden  Age^  or  the  revenues  of  The 
Oolden  Age^  and  its  fortunes  in  any  particular,  sir.  We  gave  in  evidence  the 
interview  at  which  Mr.  Beecher  contributed  |5,000  for  some  purpose.  Now, 
all  of  that  interview  relating  to  the  subject  concerning  whiclf  we  inquired,  of 
course  is  evidence,  we  gave  the  whole  of  it  I  suppose,  so  that  the  gentlemen 
are  satisfied  with  it. 

Judge  Xeilbon. — Also  a  prior  interview  when  it  was  stated  that  $5,000  on 
mortgage  could  easily  be  got. 

Mr,  Beach, — Ye?,  sir.  Now  the  proposition  is  upon  their  part  to  prove 
another  interview  between  Mr.  Moulton  and  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to 
a  contribution  of  a  third  person  toward  The  Golden  Age^  which  was  re- 
jected. 

Mr.  Morris. — And  as  to  who  that  person  was. 

Mr.  Beach. — That  interview  is  not  competent  evidence  against  us. 
What  Moulton  and  Beecher  may  have  declared  in  the  interview  to 
which  we  have  not  directed  our  attention  is  competent  to  be  proven 
against  us. 

Judge  Neilbon. — Everybody  will  agree  to  that.  Counsel  will  agree  to 
that,  of  course. 

Mr.  Bench, — Well,  if  they  concede  that,  they  concede  the  principle  which 
excludes  all  the  evidence  in  regard  to  this  interview. 

Judge  Neilson. — Unless  it  occurred  in  one  of  the  interviews  as  to  which 
you  inquired. 

Mr.  Beach. — Certainly ;  they  don't  propose  that. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Does  your  Honor  say  we  can  not  show  interviews  between 
this  witness,  in  reference  to  this  transaction  which  he  undertook  to  carry  on 
and  conduct  with  Mr.  Beecher,  and  that  they  can  pick  out  which  they  please, 
and  we  can  not  prove  the  others  ? 

Judge  Nsilson. — I  mean  to  say  that  when  they  have  inquired  into  any 
conversation,  you  can  inquire  as  to  the  rest  of  it. 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  we  understand. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  mean  to  say,  also,  that  as  to  this  $5,000  or  the  raising 
of  it,  if  Mr.  Beecher  gave  any  instructions,  you  can  go  into  that;  as  to  the 
person  who  was  Hpi)ointed  to  distribute  or  apply  the  money — that  is,  as  to 
the  act  of  a  third  person.  That  is  before  us  already.  This  discussion  camo 
up  in  regard  to  the  name  of  that  third  person,  which  I  think  is  not  material. 
I  don't  see  why  it  is  material. 
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Mr,  BtJrts, — Yes,  your  Honor  can  not  see  why  it  is  material  until  it  ap- 
l)ear8  and  until  the  conversation  is  given.  Our  difficulty  is  this,  if  your 
Honor  please:  the  witness  is  sworn  to  tell  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  and 
nothing  but  the  truth,  and  we  undertake  to  examine  him  concerning  what 
was  actually  said  and  done  between  him  and  Mr.  Beecher.  Now,  there  is  no 
authority  that  I  know  of  that  can  absolve  him  from  telling  the  truth  as  it 
occurred. 

JuDQU  Nbilson. — He  don't  ask  to  be  absolved,  Mr.  Evarts,  and  it  is  not 
necessary  to  reiterate  the  form  of  his  oath ;  of  coarse  we  know  that. 

Mr,  Evarts, — I  submit  to  your  Honor's  rebuke,  but  submit  that  I  am 
not  aware  of  any  rule  of  evidence 

Judge  Nbilson. — It  does  not  follow  that  because  the  witness  swears  to 
tell  the  truth,  the  whole  truth,  that  he  is  therefore  to  tell  everything. 

Mr,  Evarts. i-'Every thing  that  is  pertinently  inquired  of. 

Judge  Nbilson. — Exactly. 

Mr.  Evarts, — And,  therefore,  as  it  was.  How  can  it  be  predicted,  if  the 
interview  is  pertinent,  that  this  or  that  should  be  omitted  from  it  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — We  really  have  this  interview,  excepting  the  name  of 
a  third  person. 

Mr.  Evarts,  —We  haven't  the  whole  of  the  interview. 

Judge  Nbilson. — Well,  I  think  we  will  take  the  rest  of  it;  yet  I  appeal 
to  you  whether  you  think  it  proper  that  this  third  person  should  be  named. 
If  you  say,  as  counsel,  that  he  should  be,  the  witness  may  name  him. 

Mr.  Evarts, — Very  well;  it  establishes  the  rule  of  evidence. 

Judge  Neh^son. — Suppose  it  should  be  one  of  your  learned  associates, 
would  you  like  to  have  his  name  brought  in  here  ? 

Mr.  Evarts, — Your  Honor  is  assuming  that  there  is  something  discredit- 
able.    There  is  not  that  I  know  of. 

Judge  Nbilson. — No,  sir;  I  am  assuming  that  gentlemen  may  have  pri- 
vate transactions  or  gifts  which  they  don't  wish  to  have  made  public. 

Mr.  FullertoiK — Especially  if  they  were  rejected. 

Judge  Neilson. — Do  you  say  it  is  material  ? 

Mr.  Etarts, — I  will  consult  with  my  associates.  Your  Honor  sees  the 
difficulty  that  where  we  are  dealing  with  material  and  important  interests  of 
people  in  litigation  we  can  not,  of  course,  always  exercise  that  degree  of 
courtesy  and  consideration  that  we  would  be  glad  to  do  in  reference  to  third 
persons;  that  your  Honor  understands,  as  well  as  any  one  of  us  that  have  any 
experience  in  the  profession.  Of  course,  your  Honor  has  had  experience 
both  at  the  bench  and  at  the  bar,  and  I  think  your  Honor  knows  that  the  bar 
never  do  desire  to  press  inquiries  that  they  do  not  regard  as  material,  I  mean  as 
affecting  third  persons.  We  are  not  satisfied  with  the  condition  of  the 
matter  as  passing  between  this  witness  and  Mr.  Beecher,  as  it  stands  now. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  purpose  to  allow  you  to  take  the  rest  of  the  interview, 
because  so  much  of  it  has  been  given,  suggesting  to  your  own  consideration 
the  propriety  of  leaving  out  the  name  of  that  third  person.  » 

Mr,  Evarts,  —Well,  perhaps  we  may  do  that. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  ran  come  to  an  end  in  that  way,  you  know. 
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Mr.  FuUerion, — ^Well,  I  don't  know  about  referring  the  propriety  of  that 
coirse  to  the  counsel  up)on  the  other  side.  If  it  is  improper  in  your  Honor's 
judgment,  then  I  would  respectfully  ask  that  your  Honor's  judguient  should 
be  carried  into  effect 

Judge  Nkilson. — I  generally  try  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — I  am  aware  that  your  Honor  generally  tries  to  do  that, 
and  that  your  Honor  generally  succeeds  also;  and  if  it  be  improper  to  give 
the  name  of  the  third  person,  then  it  ought  to  be  shut  out,  because  it  would 
not  make  it  any  less  improper  that  it  was  referred  to  counsel  on  the  other 
side  for  their  judgment  in  regard  to  it.  Your  Honor  will  perceive  this  con- 
Tersation,  a  part  of  which  they  have  called  out,  was  not  referred  to  by  the 
witness  upon  his  direct  examination.  It  is  not,  therefore,  within  the  rule 
which  your  Honor  has  suggested,  that  where  a  pact  of  a  conversation  was 
called  for  by  ourselves,  they  have  a  right  to  the  balance  of  ft  It  is  not  that 
case. 

Judge  Nbilson. — No. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — But  it  is  a  question  where  they  call  for  another  conversa- 
tion upon  their  own  respcmsibility,  and  hence  it  is  collateral,  and  they  can 
not  dispute  it  hereafter  or  disprove  it  hereafter. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  is  collateral  unless  it  took  the  form  of  instruction  in 
regard  to  the  use  of  this  money. 

Mr,  FulUrton. — Well,  sir,  it  does  not'take  that  form.  Let  us  see  just  how 
the  thing  stands;  they  say,  or  they  prove  by  Mr.  Moulton,  that  on  a  certain 
occasion  he  received  from  some  third  person,  whose  name  has  not  been  made 
known,  a  letter  containing  a  draft  and  a  check,  with  instructions  to  use  it  for 
the  benefit  of  Tke  Golden  Age^  and  that  Mr.  Tilton  said  he  would  not  have  it 
used  for  The  Golden  Age, 

Mr,  Starts, — He  has  not  said  that. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — And  he  has  been  asked  whether  or  not  he  showed  these 
papers  to  Mr.  Beecher,  and  he  says  that  he  did.  Then  he  was  further  asked, 
was  the  name  of  the  person  attached  to  this  letter  used  in  that  conversation  ? 
His  answer  was  in  the  affirmative.  They  call  for  that  name.  Now,  that  is 
the  question  before  the  court,  and  can  anybody  sec  that  that  becomes  material 
in  this  controversy  ?  It  is  collateral  matter,  and  they  can  not  contradict  it. 
Even  if  the  name  should  be  given,  they  could  not  produce  the  person  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  it  was  untrue. 

Mr,  Evarti, — That  is  not  our  object. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — It  is  purely  collateral,  and  therefore  they  have  no  right  to 
it.  They  may  have  a  right  to  the  other  part  of  the  conversation  inasmuch  as 
a  part  of  it  has  been  given,  as  your  Honor  has  suggested ;  but  when  giving 
evidence  of  collateral  matter,  your  Honor  has  a  right  to  stop  them,  especially 
in  a  question  of  this  kind,  where  they  seek  to  give  the  name  of  a  third  person 
who  has  no  earthly  connection  with  this  controversy,  and  who  ought  not  to 
be  drawn  into  it  at  all. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  think  the  learned  counsel  was  accepting  my  suggestion 
not  to  exact  the  name. 

Mr,  Emrt8, — ^There  is  nothing  collateral  about  this.     It  is  not  brought  in 
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to  impeach  the  witness — not  in  the  least;  it  is  a  part  of  the  direct  subject 
of  the  inquiry,  just  as  what  you  gave  in  evidence  was  the  subject  of 
inquiry. 

Mr.  Bea^. — That  we  deny,  your  Honor. 

Mr,  Evarts, — ^I  know  you  deny  it.  It  is  not  collateral.  How  a  conyersa- 
tion  one  day  is  collateral  and  next  day  specific,  I  can  not  understand. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  now,  you  can  exact  this  name.  Do  you  ask  him 
to  give  the  name  or  not  ? 

Mr,  Tracy, — Not  at  present. 

The  Witness, — Shall  1  give  the  conversation  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Everything  except  the  name  of  the  person  who  sent  the 
papers. 

Mr.  Beach, — Does  your  Honor  rule  that  the  declarations  Mr.  Beecher  may 
have  made  in  that  conversation  as  to  other  matters  than  the  $5,000  is  ad- 
missible ? 

Mr.  Evarts,-  -When  we  come  to  that,  it  will  be  time  enough  to  consider  it 

Judge  Neilson. — The  inquiry  relates  to  the  $5,000. 

Mr.  Evarts,  — Of  course  it  does. 

Judge  Neilson. — Meantime  you  take  an  exception.     Go  on,  witness. 

The  Witness. — Shall  I  give  the  conversation  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — Yes ;  omitting  the  name. 

Judge  Neilson. — From  the  poin\  where  you  dropped  it. 

Q.  You  recollect  when  you  left  oflf ;  you  say  that  you  told  Mr.  Beecher,  Mr. 
Tilton  would  not  accept  that  money;  you  said  you  would  not  discount  that 
draft;  you  showed  him  these  papers;  now  what  did  you  say  ?  Was  there  a 
letter  accompanying  those  papers  ?  A.  I  think  there  was  a  letter,  sir,  accom* 
panying  those  papers. 

Q.  Was  there  currency  also  enclosed  ?    A.  I  don't  think  there  was,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  go  on  and  state  what  occurred — what  was  said  ?  A.  I  said  to  Mr. 
Beecher  that  I  had  spoken  to  Mr.  Tilton  about  this  gift,  and  that  Air.  Tilton 
said  he  could  not  accept  it;  that  he  had  no  way  of  returning  the  money 
that  he  knew  about;  and  I  said  also  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  I  ct)uld  not  honor- 
ably take  this  money  from  this  person  and  apply  it  to  Mr.  Tilton's  use  with- 
out informing  him  about  it,  and  I  did  not  see  how  that  money  could  be  used 
therefore.  That  is  the  substance  of  the  conversation,  sir,  as  nearly  as  I  re- 
member it. 

Judge  Neilson. — Now,  he  asked  you  whether  in  that  connection  you  said 
to  Mr.  Beecher,  in  showing  him  the  papers,  **This  is  friendship,  indeed,*'  or 
something  of  that  kind. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Did  you  make  any  remark  characteristic  of  the  mode  of  ten- 
dering such  a  fund  ?  A.  I  think  I  said  something  about  its  teing  an  ex- 
pression of  friendship;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  repeat  the  language  that  you  used  ?  A.  I  canM;  repeat  the 
language ;  no  sir. 

Q.  Wasn't  it  in  substance,  *'This  is  friendship,  indeed"?  A.  No,  it  was 
not  in  that  shape. 

Q.  Repeat  it,  or  the  substance  of  it,  as  near  as  you  can.     A.  I  have,  at. 
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Q.  You  can't  do  it  ?  Well,  now,  was  that  money  received  and  nsed,  or 
M\^  it  returned  ?    A.  No,  sir;  it  was  not — it  was  not. 

Q.  No  part  of  it  received  ? 

Mr,  FuHerton, — Just  one  moment. 

Judge  Neilbon. — I  think  we  have  gone  far  enough  with  that. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — The  answer  was  not  full — **  Was  the  money  received  or  was 
it  returned  "  ?     His  answer  is,  **  It  was  not." 

The  Witness, — I  mean  it  was  not  used  for  The  Golden  Age, 

Q.  It  was  not  received;  was  it  returned?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  returned  it 
myself. 

Q.  Had  you  any  talk  with  Mr.  Tilton  about  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  had. 

Q.  What  was  it  ?  A.  I  told  him  of  the  offer  of  this  party,  the  request  of 
this  party  to  let  him  have  this  money,  and  my  recollection  is  that  there  was 
a  caution  in  the  note  itself  not  to  say  anything  about  it — not  to  say  anything 
about  it  to  Mr.  Tilton,  but  I  could  not  give  it  to  him,  in  my  opinion,  without 
telling  him  about  it,  and  I  told  him  frankly  who  the  party  was  and  what  the 
amount  was,  and  he  said  he  certainly  could  not  take  it ;  he  had  no  way  of  re- 
turning the  money  that  was  loaned  to  him,  or  given  to  him,  and  he  could  not 
do  it  in  that  way. 

Q.  Was  the  party  known  to  Mr.  Tilton  ?    A.  Yes,  air. 

Q.  Known  to  3Ir.  Beechcr  also  ?    A.  Known  to  Mr.  Beecher;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  a  friend  of  Mr.  Tilton  ?    A.  A  friend  of  Mr  Tilton ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  do  you  say  that  Mr.  Tilton  said  that  he  had  no  way  of  returning 
it — repaying  it — and  therefore  he  could  not  take  it?  A«  Yes.  sir;  he  said 
something  sul)stantiaUy  like  that,  sir. 

Q.  Was  it  tendered  to  him  as  a  loan,  or  a  gift  I  A.  Well ;  I  think  it  was 
intended  to  be  either  one  or  the  other;  it  was  to  be  used  for  The  Golden  Aye, 

Q.  How  did  you  present  it  to  him — how  did  you  present  it  to  Mr.  Tilton ; 
as  a  loan,  or  a  gift  ?    A.  I  guess  as  a  gift. 

Q.  Now,  how  soon  after  that  was  the  money  received  from  Mr.  Beecher  ? 
A.  I  don't  recollect  the  date  of  that  conversation,  sir;  I  dont  recollect  the 
date  of  this  transaction. 

Q.  How  soon  after  ?  About  how  soon  ?  A.  Well,  I  can  tell  you  the  date 
that  the  money  was  received  from  Mr.  Beecher ;  I  can  not  tell  you  how  soon 
after. 

Q.  I  don't  care  when  that  was;  I  want  to  know  what  time. 

Mr,  Eearts, — He  said  this  was  before. 

Mr,  Tracy, — How  near  were  they  together  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  Well,  can't  you  approximate  ?  A.  No;  I  can  not  approximate ;  I  don't 
recollect. 

Q.  Was  there  anything  said  by  Mr.  Beecher  at  this  time  about  raising  the 
five  thousand  dollars  himself  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that  there  was,  at  that 
interview,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  how  soon  after  that  did  Mr.  Beecher  come  to  you  and  talk  about 
raising  five  thousand  dollars  ?    A.  I  do  not  recollect,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  whether  it  was  three  days  or  two  days,  or  one  week  or 
three  weeks  ?    A.  No,  I  can  not. 
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Q.  Can  not  tell  anytliin<^  about  it  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Wat;  it  a  month  \     A.  I  do  not  know. 

Q.  Was  it  six  months  ?     A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  You  say  you  don't  know  whether  it  was  six  monthB  ?  A.  No ;  I  do 
not  know. 

Mr.  Fullertoi\ — He  has  said  so;  and  you  heard  him  say  so  distinctly. 

Judge  Neilson. — Can't  you  give  the  date  ?    A.  I  cannot;  I  have  tried 
♦  to  ascertain  the  date,  your  Honor;  I  saw  the  reference,  your  Honor,  in  the 

Mr.  EcartB. — It  is  not  a  question  of  dat*;  it  is  a  question  of  proximity  of 
the  transaction,  no  matter  what  the  dates  vyre. 

JuDOE  Neilson. — Well,  the  witness  must  be  allowed  to  answer. 

The  WitiieM. — If  your  Honor  please,  I  should  like  to  make  this  explana- 
tion; I  saw  the  notice  in  Mr.  Bcecher's  statement  that  this  examination  has 
reference  to,  and  I  have  tried  in  good  faith  to  find  out  the  date  and  the 
amounts,  and  I  have  not  been  able  to. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  the  season  of  the  year  when  you  had  this  conversation 
and  exhibited  these  papers  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  can  not  swear  what  it  was. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  what  season  of  the  year  it  was  ?    A.  No,  I  can  not. 

Q.  Whether  it  was  winter  or  spring  ?  A.  No,  I  can  not;  whether  winter 
or  spring. 

Q.  Where  was  this  interview  between  you  and  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  think 
it  was  at  my  house. 

Q.  Mr.  Beecher  came  to  you  and  spoke  about  the  five  thousand  dollars; 
now.  how  soon  after  that  interview,  where  he  spoke  of  the  five  thousand  dol- 
lars, did  you  receive  the  money  from  him  ? 

Mr.  Betich. — Spoke  of  what  five  thousand  dollars  ? 

Mr.  Tranj. — Spoke  of  raising  five  thousand  dollars,  I  understood  him;  he 
has  already  said  that  on  your  examination. 

Q.  Now,  how  soon  after  that  was  it  that  you  received  the  money  from  Mr. 
Beecher  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  either. 

Q.  Can't  you  approximate  to  the  time  ?  A.  No,  I  can  not  approximate  to 
the  time ;  it  wasn't  a  very  great  while. 

Q.  Was  it  a  week  ?  A.  I  don't  know  whether  it  was  a  week  or  not,  sir; 
it  may  have  been  a  month. 

Q.  Well;  do  you  know  the  time  when  you  received  it  ?  A.  I  know  the 
time  when  I  received  it  precisely. 

Q.  On  receiving  it,  what  did  you  do  with  it  ?  A.  Took  it  over  to  New 
York  and  deposited  it  with  the  firm  of  Woodruff  and  Robinson,  to  my 
credit. 

Q.  Did  you  send  any  part  of  it  to  Tilton  ?  A.  I  think  I  sent  him  a  thou- 
sand dollars — the  account  will  show— on  the  next  day,  sir. 

Q.  What  happened  between  you  and  Tilton  when  you  sent  him  that 
thousand  dollars  ?  A.  I  sent  him  the  thousand  dollars  with  a  demand  note, 
sir ;  with  a  note  for  him  to  sign. 

Q.  In  whose  favor?  A.  **0n  demand  I  promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of 
Theodore  Tilton,"  I  think  the  way  it  was  drawn;  I  think  it  was;  and  he  re- 
turned the  money  to  me,  saying  that  he  could  not — that  he  could  not  borrow 
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any  money  on  demand  and  give  that  note  for  it,  because  he  had  no  means  of 
Ln«\vtTiug  to  that  responsibility. 

Q.  Of  repaying  ?      A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  what  did  you  do  then  ?  A.  Then  I  sent  him  the  check  for  a 
tliousnnd  dollars  as  a  gift. 

Q.  What  did  you  do?  A.  What  did  I  do  ?  I  sent  him  a  check  for  a 
thousand  dollars. 

Q.  Did  you  accompany  it  wHh  a  note  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I  did ;  don't  re- 
member whether  I  did  or  not. 

Q.  Or  any  note  to  be  given  for  the  thousand  dollars  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Ko  communication  accompanied  the  check  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that 
there  was. 

Q.  Well,  what  became  of  that  ?  A.  He  used  it,  I  suppose;  I  don't  know 
what  became  of  it. 

Q.  What  occurred  between  you  and  Mr.  Tilton  after  that  about  that  thou- 
band  dollars  ?     A.  I  do  not  recollect  what  did  occur. 

Q.  Anything  ?  A.  Not  that  I  recollect  of  particu'arly ;  we  may  have  had 
some  conversation  about  it;  I  don't  remember  what  it  was. 

Q.  Didn't  Mr.  Tilton  ever  introduce  the  subject  ?  A.  ^e  may  have  done 
so. 

Q.  Did  he  ?  A.  I  do  not  recollect  whether  he  did  or  not;  I  don't  recollect 
any  specific  interview  at  which  it  was  done. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  introduce  the  subject  to  him  ?  A.  I  don't  remember 
whether  I  ever  did  or  not ;  very  likely  I  did. 

Q.  Was  it  ever  the  subject  of  conversation,  directly  or  indirectly,  between 
you  and  Tilton,  so  far  as  you  know  ?    A.  I  think  it  was;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Then  what  was  said  ?    A.  I  will  try  to  recollect  the  substance  of  it. 

Q.  When  was  the  conversation  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  how  shortly  after 
the  giving  of  the  thousand  dollars  it  was;  I  don't  remember  how  shortly  after 
that  or  how  long  after  that  it  was. 

Q.  Can  not  you  approximate  to  the  time  ?  A.  Well,  it  was  not  but  a  few 
days ;  I  guess  not  to  exceed  a  few  days. 

Q.  Well,  then,  what  occurred  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  distinctly  enough  to 
state,  I  think,  what  did  occur.  There  was  an  allusion  made  to  the  fact,  th»t 
I  had  sent  him  a  note,  substantially  that,  for  him  to  sign,  and  he  reiterated 
what  he  had  said  in  the  note,  in  reply  to  the  first  note  that  I  sent  to  him,  and  I 
said  then,  ^'  Very  well,  take  this  money  and  you  can  have  the  money  and  re- 
turn it  when  you  are  able  to  return  it;  "  that  is  all;  that  is  the  substance  of 
what  was  said :  I  don't  recollect  the  conversation  accurately. 

Q.  What  do  you  mean  by  saying,  **Take  the  money"  I    A.  Use  it. 

Q.  Hadn't  he  used  it  already  ?    A.  I  don't  know  whether  he  had  or  not. 

Q.  You  don't  know  how  long  this  interview  was  after  the  sending  of  the 
check  ?  A.  Oh  I  it  was  within  a  few  days,  sir;  the  natural  time  of  such  a 
conversation.  I  don't  recollect  when  I  saw  him  after  it,  sir;  I  am  trying  to 
answer  your  question  as  well  as  I  can. 

Q.  But  you  don't  know  whether  he  made  use  of  the  check  at  i^hat  time  or 
not  ?    A.  I  really  do  not. 
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Q.  When  did  you  send  hini  the  next  amount  of  money?  A.  I  dont 
Know ;  the  account  will  show. 

Q.  I  pass  you  the  account  ?  A.  It  would  appear  to  be,  sir,  by  thii 
account,  July  11th,  1873. 

Q.  How  much  ?    A.  $650. 

Q.  How^  came  you  to  send  him  that  ?  A.  I  heard,  either  from  him  or  Mr. 
Ruland,  I  don*t  remember  which,  that  the  paper  wanted  that  money,  or 
something  about  his  wants;  I  don^t  know  what 

Q.  Was  thore  any  note  sent  with  it?  A.  Don't  recollect,  sir;  don't  know 
whether  there  is  or  not.  All  the  papers  I  have  got  with  reference  to  it  are 
produced  here  under  your  subpoena. 

Q.  Have  you  any  note  or  memorandum  written  to  him  at  the  time  of  pay- 
ing over  that  money,  or  sending  that  money  ?    A.  I  think  not,  sir. 

Mr,  Fullerton. —^yh8it  money?    A.  $650. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Have  you  fjot  any  application  from  either  Mr.  Rnland  or  Mr. 
Tilton  for  that  $650  ?  A.  I  don't  know,  sir,  that  I  have;  all  the  applications 
are  in  the  papers  here. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  would  like  them. 

Mr.  Tracy. — We  would  like  all  of  them. 

Mr,  FuUcrton.—KW  of  what  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — All  the  applications  from  either  Tilton  or  Ruland  for  this — 
for  money. 

Mr.  BeacJi, — I  don't  understand  the  witness  to  say  that  he  has  any. 

Mr.  Traq/. — Then  we  want  that  fact  stated,  that  he  has  not. 

Mr,  Evarts. — The  witne^  said  that  there  were  applications. 

Mr.  Beach. — No;  I  beg  your  pardon. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  said  **all  the  applications,"  assuming  that  there 
might  t)c  some,  were  among  the  papers.  Better  pass  to  some  other  subject; 
you  only  have  about  an  hour  to  finish  your  cn)ss-ezamt nation.  In  the  mean- 
time, Judge  Morris  will  look. 

The  Witness. — ^I  remember  one  note,  I  think,  from  Mr.  Ruland,  that  Lpnt 
in  there;  Mr.  Tracy,  the  check  is  there,  sir,  for  the  $1,000  that  y«m  just  called 
for,  if  you  will  look  at  it. 

Mr,  Tract/, — We  would  like  to  put  it  in, 

"  New  YoiiK,  May  3d,  1873. 
"  Mechanic^  National  Bank: 
"  Pay  to  the  order  of  F.  D.  Moultoii,  $1,000. 

"  Woodruff  &  Robinson." 
Endorsed:  '*  Pay  to  the  order  of  Theodore  Tilton. 
Endorsed:  "  Theod«.re  Tilton."  **  F.  D.  MouLTON," 

[Paper  read  and  marked  *'  D,  27."] 

Mr.  Morris, — Have  you  got  the  date  of  that  ? 

The  Witness. — Ttiis  is  May  3d.  Shall  I  mark  it  off  here  as  deliyered  to 
the  stenographer  ? 

Mr,  Morris. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Now  the  second  ?  A.  The  second  is  $650,  sir.  That  check 
is  also  there. 

Q.  Now,  I  pass  up  the  application  tint  has  been  handed  us.      Will  yoQ 
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say  whether  yon  have  any  application  from  either  Hnland  or  Monlton  for  the 
payment  of  $650  in  Jnly  ? 

Judge  Neh^son. — From  either  Knland  or  Tilton  ? 

Mr,  Tracy, — Kuland  or  Tilton,  I  thank  your  Honor. 

The  Witnesfi, — I  had  either  a  verbal  or  written  communication  from  cither 
one  or  the  other,  but  I  haven^t  it  here.  If  this  be  all  that  is  in  tho  papers, 
this  is  all  I  have  got. 

Q.  Well,  you  have  no  written  application  ?    A.  It  appears  not 

Mr.  Emrtft, — No  application  that  has  been  found  ?  A.  No,  sir.  I  have 
made  a  diligent  search  for  the  pa{)ers,  and  have  undertaken  to  comply  with 
your  sn]>p€ena,  as  far  as  possible. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Is  that  the  letter  which  accompanied  the  first  offer  of  the 
thousand  dollars  of  May  3d  [handing  paper  to  witness]  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  Mr. 
Tilton's  answer  is:  '*  I  can  not  borrow  any  money,  for  I  see  no  way  of  return- 
ing it."    That  is  his  answer. 

Mr,  TVrtcy.— [Reading]: 

"  New  York.  May  3d,  1878. 
"  Dear  Theodore  :  I  enclose  to  you  check  for  $1,000,  for  which  please  sign 
the  enclosed.  "  Yours, 

'•  F.  D.  MOXJLTON." 

Mr,  Tracy. — Now,  was  that  letter  returned  to  you  with  tho  note  of  Mr. 
Tilton  on  it  at  the  time  ?    A.  Yes,  sir,  precisely ;  and  the  check  too. 
Q.  And  the  check  also  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 
Mr,  Tracy, — [Reading]: 

*'  Dear  Frank  I  can't  borrow  any  money — for  I  see  no  way  of  returning  it. 

"  Hastily,  T.  T." 

[Paper  containing  note  and  reply  marked  "Exhibit  D,  28.*'J 

The  Witness. — That  is  it,  sir.  The  next  check  is  August  15th.  Did  yon 
have  that,  sir  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — Yes.  When  did  you  send  him  the  next  sum  of  money  ?  A. 
July  the  11th — I  made  a  mistake,  sir,  July  the  11th. 

Q.  For  how  much  ?    A.  $650. 

Q.  Well,  is  that  the  second  or  third  ?  A.  That  is  the  second,  sir,  and  en- 
dorsed by  O.  W.  Ruland,  I  think,  sir;  isn't  it  ?  [Check  handed  to  witness.] 
Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Tracy, — [reading]: 

*•  New  York,  July  11th,  1873. 
'*  Mttrtypolitan  National  Bank : 
"  Pay  to  the  order  of  F.  D.  Moulton,  $050. 

"  Woodruff  &  RoinNsON." 
Endorsed  :  **  Pay  to  the  order  of  Theodore  Tilton. 

"  F.  D.  MoUTiTON." 
Endorsed  :  **  Theodore  Tilton,  0.  W.  Ruland,  attorney." 
[Check  marked  "Exhibit  D,  2^."] 

Mr,  Tracy, — Now,  when  did  you  pay  the  next  money?  A.  August  15th, 
according  to  this  account. 

Q.  Did  anything  pass  between  you  and  Mr.  Tilton  that  you  recollect  of, 
with  regard  to  the  payment  of  the  la.st  amount,  $650  ?  A.  Nothing  that  I 
recollect  of,  sir,  except  that  there  must  have  passed  a  re(|uest. 

Q.  State  what  you  recollect.     We  will  take  what  you  recollect,  and  not 
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what  yon  reason  on  the  subject.  Do  you  recollect  any  communication  pass- 
ing between  you  and  Theodore  Tilton  on  the  subject  ? 

Mr.  Evarts, — Conversation  of  any  kind  passing  between  you  ?  A.  I  don't 
recollect  any  conversation,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy, — You  recollect  no  conversation  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  How  came  you  to  send  it  ?  A.  Upon  some  verbal  or  written  appliea- 
t ion  from  Theodore;  some  verbal  communication  from  him  in  conversation 
with  him.     I  never  sent  it  without  such 

Q.  Was  it  for  a  loan  ?    A.  Was  it  for  a  loan  ? 

Q.  Yes  ?  A.  Well,  he  has  probably  told  me  that  he  was  short  of  money; 
that  is  generally  the  form  of  the  conversation. 

Q.  Yes;  short  of  money  ?  A.  The  next  one  is  August  15th,  according  to 
this  account,  $250. 

Q.  [Paper  handed  to  witness.]  Is  the  check  presented,  the  check  by 
which  that  amount  was  paid  ?    A.  August  15th;  yes,  sir. 

The  Witness. — This  makes  the  third — this  one. 

Mr,  Tracy, — [Reading:] 

"  New  York.  August  15th,  1878. 
"Metropolitan  National  Bank: 
"  Pay  to  the  order  of  Theodore  Tilton,  $250. 

"Woodruff  &  Robinson." 
Endorsed  :  "  Pay  to  bearer.     Theodore  Tilton." 
[Check  marked  "  Exhibit  D,  30."] 

Q.  Now,  what  communication  passed  between  you  and  "Mr,  Tilton  in  re- 
gard to  that  $250  ?    A.  Substantially  the  same,  sir;  I  don't  suppose 

Q.  When  did  you  send  him  the  next  amount  f  A«  The  next  amount,  sii^ 
seems  to  be  September  12th,  1878. 

Q.  How  much  ?    A.  $500. 

Q.  I  hand  you  the  check ;  see  if  that  is  the  check  by  which  he  paid  that 

amount  ?    A.  September  12th ;  it  is,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — [Reading:] 

"  New  York,  September  12th,  1878. 
"  Mechanics'  National  Bank. 
'*  Pay  to  the  order  of  F.  D.  Moulton,  Five  Hundred  Dollars. 

"  Woodruff  &  Robinbon. 
Endorsed — **  Pay  to  the  order  of  Theodore  Tilton. 

"  F.  D.  Moulton." 
Endorsed—"  Theodore  Tilton." 
[Check  marked  "Exhibit  D,  81."] 

Q.  What  communication  passed  between  you  and  Mr.  Tilton  at  the  time 
you  sent  him  that  check  ?    A.  Substantially  the  same,  sir. 

Q.  As  before  ?    A.  As  before;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did.  you  send  him  the  next  money  ?    A.  September  80th,  1878, 

$500.     Do  you  want  these  papers  ?     [Check  handed  to  witness.]    September 

80th,  $500,  appears  to  be  the  check,  sir.  • 

Mr,  jTracy.— [Reading.] 

*'  New  York,  September  80th,  1878L 
*'  Mechanics'  National  Bank. 
'*  Pay  to  the  order  of  Theodore  Tilton.  Five  Hundred  Dollars. 
Eudofbwl,  "Theodore  Tilton."  **  Wooi>KUKF  &  ROBIKSOM." 

[Check  murked  *•  Exhibit  D,  32."] 
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Q.  Next  ?    A.  Next  one  is  December  9th,  $260. 

Q.  Wliat  communicatioD  passed  between  you  and  Mr.  Tilton  when  you 
sent  him  the  amount  last  named?  A«  Substantially  the  same ;  I  don't  remem- 
ber anything  different. 

Q.  Exhibit  33;  what  is  the  answer?  A.  Substantially  the  same ;  I  don't 
remember  any 

Q.  Is  the  check  presented  the  check  for  the  last  amount  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Tracy, — [Reading.] 

**  New  York,  December  9th,  1878. 
**  MecTmnies*  National  Bank. 
Pay  to  the  order  of  F.  D.  Moulton,  $260. 

*•  Woodruff  &  Robinson." 
Endorsed — **  Pay  to  the  order  of  Theodore  Tilton. 

**  F.  D.  MOULTON." 

Endorsed-—'*  Theodore  Tilton." 
[Check  marked  "  Exhibit  D,  88."] 

Q.  Now,  the  next  amount  ?    A.  The  next  amount  seems  to  be  a  check  to 

*A.  W.  Reid,  for  Bessie  Turner's  school  bill,  out  of  that  $5,000;  I  think  you 

did  not  take  that  check,  yesterday,  Mr.  Tracy  ?    Or,  you  did  take  it  yesterday, 

I  think;  I  think  you  had  it  among  your  checks  yesterday;  it  was  a  check  for 

$200,  December  i6th.     That  is  in. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Pass  from  that,  then. 

The  Witness, — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Did  Theodore  Tilton  make  any  application  for  you  to  pay  that 
bill  at  that  time  ?  A.  The  A.  M.  Reid  bill  ?  No,  sir ;  he  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  payment  of  those  bills. 

Q.  Pass  to  the  next  one  ?  A.  The  next  one  appears  to  be  Feb.  24th,  1874, 
$500. 

Q.  Was  the  check  presented  by  which  it  was  paid  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Tracy. — [Reading.] 

"  New  York,  Feb.  24th,  1874. 
**  Metropolitan  National  Bank. 
Pay  to  the  order  of  F.  D.  Moalton,  Five  Hundred  Dollars. 
$500.  "  Woodruff  &  Robinson." 

Endorsed — "  Pay  to  the  order  of  Theodore  Tilton. 

"  F.  D.  MoULTON. 

"  Thbodorb  Tilton." 
•'  Cashed  for  Mrs.  Theodore  Tilton."  it  reads. 
[Check  marked  -  Exhibit  D,  34."] 

Q.  Whose  handwriting  is  that  ?  A.  It  is  the  cashier's,  I  suppose:  not 
our  cashier,  the  cashier  of  the  bank. 

Q.   **  Cashed  for  Mrs.  Theodore  Tilton  "  ?    A.  That  is  it.. 

Q.  What  application  was  made  to  you  for  that  amount  of  money  ?  A. 
Substantially  the  same. 

Q.  As  before  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  pay  the  next  ?  A.  The  next  was  paid  March  80th, 
$400.     That  is  under  the  letter  you  had  of  Mr.  Ruland. 

Q.  [Handing  check  to  witness.]  Have  you  the  check  for  the  last  pay. 
ment  ?    A.  $400  ?  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  IVwjy.— [Reading.] 
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•*  New  York,  March  30tli,  1874 
Meclianics*  National  Bank. 
Pay  to  the  order  of  P.  D.  Moulton,  Four  Hundred  Dollars. 
$400.  Woodruff  &  Robinson. 

Endorsed — **  Pay  to  the  order  of  O.  W.  Ruland. 

"  F.  D.  Moulton. 
"  O.  W.  Ruland. 

*'  JOUN  J.  MURTIIT.'* 

[Check  marked  "  Exhibit  D.  85."] 
The  Witness.— 1  don't  know  who  John  J.  Murphy  is. 
Q.  What  application  did  you  have  for  that  sum  of  money  ?     A.  A  letter. 
Q.  [Handing  letter  to  witness.]    Is  the  letter  presented  Mr.  Ruland's  ap- 
plication for  that  sum  of  money  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  it. 

Mr,  Tracy. — [Reading.] 

*'TJie  Golden  Age. 
\^Pri'Date.'\ 

New  York,  March  30,  1874. 
"  Dear  Mr.  Moulton  : — We  are  in  a  tight  spot.    Mr.  St.  John  is  away,  &  we 
havt*  jw  money,  and  im  paper.    Can't  get  the  latter  without  the  former. 

"  We  owe  about  |400  for  paper  and  the  firm  we  have  been  ordering  from 
refuse  to  let  us  have  any  more  without  money. — Haven't  any  paper  for  this 
week's  issue.  Truly  yours, 

"O.  W.  Ruland." 
*'  If  you  can  do  anything  for  us  I  trust  you  will,  to  help  tide  over  this  chasm.*' 
[Letter  marked  *'  Exhibit  D,  36."] 

Th^  Witness. — There  is  a  reply  to  it. 

Q.  The  last  check  was  sent  in  pursuance  of  that  request  ?  A.  Yes,  dr, 
and  the  acknowledgment  of  it. 

Q.  [Handing  letter  to  witness.]    Is  that  the  acknowledgment  of  the  receipt 

of  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir,  that  is  it. 

Mr,  Tracy. — [Reading.] 

"  The  Golden  Age. 

New  York,  March  80,  1874. 
"Dear  Mr.  Moulton.     I  am  more  grateful  than  I  can  tell  you  for  the  noble 
and  generous  way  you  came  to  the  rescue  of  The  Golden  Age  this  afternoon. 

•*  Truly  your  friend, 

O.  W.  Ruland." 
[Letter  marked  '*  Exhibit  D,  37.") 

Q.  Did  that  check  of  (400  exhaust  the  $5,000  in  your  hands  ?  A.  I  will 
add  it  up  and  sec,  sir;  I  think  not;  the  next  check  paid  is  May  2d,  $2«?0. 

Q.  [Handing  check  to  witness.]    Is  the  check  now  presented  the  check  by 

which  you  paid  the  last  amount  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — [Reading.] 

"  New  York,  May  2d,  1874. 
"  TJu  Mecltanics*  National  Bank : 
Pay  to  the  order  of  F.  D.  Moulton  two  hiiudred  and  fifty  dollars. 
$250.  "  Woodruff  &  Robinson. 

Endorsed,  "  F.  D.  Moalton^ 
Golden  Age, 
O.  W.  Ruland,  Atfy." 
[Check  marked  "  Exhibit  D,  38."] 

Q.  What  application  did  you  receive  for  that  amount  of  money  ?  A.  Sub- 
stantially the  same. 

Q.  Substantially  the  same  as  the  verbal  applications  which  you  have  here- 
tofore stated  ?    A.  Verbal  or  written. 
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Q.  Not  the  same  as  the  written  ?  A.  All  the  applications  were  verbal  or 
written  from  either  Mr.  Tilton  or  Mr.  Ruland. 

Q.  When  you  have  named  a  written  application  you  say  the  verbal  appli- 
cation was  substantially  the  same  as  you  have  stated  ?  A  That  is  not  what  I 
mean  to  say.  I  have  not  any  further  written  communications  here,  but  the 
applications  that  were  made  for  this  money  to  me  were  substantially  the 
same. 

Mr.  Evarts. — They  were  short,  and  wanted  money  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  that  is 
about  it,  Mr.  Evarts. 

J/ir.  Tracy. — When  did  you  pay  the  next  amount  ?     A.  May  26th. 

Q.  [Handing  check  to  witness.]  Is  the  check  presented  the  check  by 
which  you  paid  that  amount?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — [Read  ing.  ] 

"  New  Yokk,  May  26th,  1874. 
**  The  Mechanics*  Naiinnnl  Bank  : 
**  Pay  to  the  order  of  F.  D.  Moulton.  Em],,  three  hundred  dollars. 
$300.  ••  Woodruff  &  Robinson." 

Endorsed  :  "  Pay  to  the  order  of  Theodorn  Tilton. 

••  F.  D.  Moulton, 
*'  TiiEODOKB  Tilton." 
[Hieck  marked  "Exhibit  D.  39.'] 

Q.  When  did  you  pay  the  next  ?    A.  That  seems  to  be  all,  sir. 

Mr,  Morris, — [To  defendant's  counsel.]  Here  is  a  check  of  $150  to  Mrs. 
Tilton.     I  suppose  you  want  that  also  ? 

Mr.  Tracy,— li  it  is  from  the  $5,000  we  do.     This  is  August,  1869. 

Mr,  Morris, — We  hadn't  it  yesterday.  You  called  for  it  then,  and  we  pro- 
duce it  now. 

Mr,  Beach, — [To  the  witness.]  Those  items  which  you  have  given  don't 
exhaust  the  $5,000. 

Mr,  Tracy, — ^That  is  what  we  want  to  know. 

The  Witness. — The  whole  amount,  as  it  stands,  seems  to  be  $4,810,  since 
the  receipt  of  tliat  $5,000,  paid  out  according  to  the  checks  you  have  got;  the 
account,  as  it  stands  here,  is  $6,100.66  received  from  Mr.  Beecher,  and  paid 
out  $6,078.15. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  think  the  witness  is  erroneous;  I  made  those  checks  amount 
to  $4,916. 

The  Witness. — ^It  may  be  that  I  am  mistaken. 

Mr.  Tracy. — We  will  not  stand  for  a  few  dollars. 

Mr,  Beach, — Stand  for  a  few  dollars  I  I  don't  know  but  that  you  are 
standing  for  any  number  of  dollars. 

The  Witness,  — I  think  you  have  made  a  mistake,  Mr.  Beach,  if  you  will 
j)ardon  me. 

Mr,  Tracy, — You  have  given  the  last  payment  you  made  on  account  of 
that  $5,000  ?  A.  I  have  given  the  last  payment  I  made  to  the  concern  of 
Woodruff  and  Uobinson,  and  this  is  the  total  account  as  it  stands. 

Q.  Do  you  desire  to  see  this  check  of  $150  ?     A  I  don't  desire  to  see  it. 

Q.  Do  you  know  about  it  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  know  about  it.  It  is  dated 
August  19th,  $150,  on  a  reijuest  from  Mrs.  Tilton,  I  believe. 

Q.  Was  that  on  account  of  Mrs.  Tilton 's  bills  ?     A.  It  was  used  by  Mrs. 
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Tilton  on  that  account,  I  suppose ;  I  don't  know.      It  was  paid  to  her  by  her 
request,  I  suppose;  it  is  entered  in  the  account. 

Q  To  Bessie  Turner?  A.  No.  sir;  to  Mrs.  Tilton.  just  as  the  check  i& 
Are  all  the  checks,  Mr.  Tracy,  in  the  account  ? 

[Check  marked  **  Exhibit  D,  40."]* 

Mr.  Tracy, — This  is  endorsed  by  Mrs.  Tilton,  endorsed  by  Elijah  Lovcjoy. 
**Pay  to  G.  F.  Baker,  Esq.,  or  order,  J.  H.  Bouck,  I  think  it  is,  cashier." 

Q.  From  the  time  you  received  this  money  until  you  had  paid  out  the 
whole  amount,  did  nothing  pass  between  you  and  Mr.  Tilton  by  which  he 
knew  whether  this  was  your  loan  to  him,  or  gift  to  him,  or  how  he  came  by 
that  amount  of  money  ?  A.  He  never  knew  it  as  money,  except  from  me;  the 
money  was  from  me,  if  I  understand  your  question. 

Q.  Nothing  passed  between  you  on  the  subject  t  A.  Nothing  passed  be- 
tween us  on  the  subject. 

Q.  Whether  it  was  a  gift  or  a  loan  ?  A.  Nothing  except  that  first  letter. 
I  tried  co  make  it  a  loan,  and  he  so. understands  it,  as  a  loan. 

Mr,  Tracy. — We  won't  talk  about  how  he  understands  it  The  question 
is,  what  passc'd.     I  move  that  that  be  struck  out,  how  he  understood  it. 

Judge  Nbilson. — Strike  that  out. 

The  WitncBi, — I  will  tell  you  what  I  said  to  Mr.  Tilton;  perhaps  that 
will  do. 

Mr,  Tracy. — I  understand  you  to  say  nothing  passed  except  the  note.  Do 
I  understand  you  correctly  ?  A.  Not  entirely.  I  sent  the  note  to  Mr.  Tilton,  • 
as  I  said  before,  and  he  returned  it  to  me,  and  then  a  few  days  afterwards  I 
saw  him,  and  he  stated  to  me  substantially  what  was'  in  his  note,  and  then  I 
said  to  him,  substantially,  '*Well,  then,  this  need  not  be  returned  until  you 
are  able  to  return  it " — something  of  that  sort.  He  didn't  want  to  give  me  a 
note  on  demand. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Tell  what  he  said. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  is  trying  to. 

Mr.  Tracy.— AitGT  that  did  nothing  pass  about  all  these  other  payments! 

Mr.  Beach. — No  payments. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Loans. 

Mr.  Beach. — No  loans. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Well  loans,  payments,  or  anything  you  like. 

Judge  Neilson. — Did  anything  else  pass  between  you  as  to  those  other 
sums  afterwards  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  think  so. 

i\tr.  Tracy. — Did  he  ever  thank  you  for  them  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  he  thanked 
mc  for  them. 

*  *'  Exhibit  D,  40  "  is  as  follows:  

Mechanics'  National  Bank  :  Jr^S*: 

No.  83  Wall  Street  •  Stop:* 

New  York,  August  19th.  1871. 
Pay  to  Mrs.  Theodore  Tilton  r)r  order 
One  hundred  &  fifty  Dollars 

$150—  Woodkuff  &  RoBiNSOx 

End6rsed,  "  Mrs.  Theodore  Tilton,"  '^Elijah  Lovejoy."  *'  Pay  to  G.  F.  Baker 
Esq.,  or  order,  J.  H.  Bouck,  Cashier,"  and  stamp  of  "  First  National  Bank.  New 
York.  ' 
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Q.  Tell  us  what  he  said  ?  A.  I  donH  remember  what  he  said ;  I  can  not 
recollect  now  what  he  said. 

Q.  Can  you  not  recollect  the  substance  of  what  he  said  ?  A.  He  didn't 
thank  me  for  every  amount;  I  don*t  recollect  that  he  thanked  me  for  every 
amount,  but  he  frequently  expressed  his  thanks  to  me. 

Q.  What  did  he  thank  you  for  ?    A.  For  my  kindness  to  him. 

Q.  When  ?  A.  At  his  house.  I  remember  one  night  after  I  made  the 
loan  to  Mr.  Ruland,  I  showed  him  Mr.  Ruland's  grateful  exi)re8sion  to  me, 
and  he  thanked  me. 

Q.    What  did  he  say  ?    A.  He  said  he  thanked  me  for  my  kindness. 

Q.  On  any  other  occasion  did  you  call  his  attention  to  any  specific  advance, 
and  have  a  conversation  with  him  about  it  ?  A.  1  don't  recollect  that 
I  did. 

Q.  You  remember  that  same  occasion  ?  A.  That  is  all  I  recollect  at  this 
present  moment ;  that  is  all  that  occurs  to  me  at  this  present  moment. 

Q.  Did  you  leave  this  matter  between  j-ou  and  "Mr,  Tilton  with  the  im- 
pression to  Mr.  Tilton  that  this  was  a  gift  of  yours — all  of  this  amount  of 
money  ?  A.  The  impression,  I  think,  upon  his  mind  was  that  it  was  a  gift, 
if  he  was  never  able  to  return  it;  but  if  he  was  able  to  return  it,  he  should 
return  it. 

Q.  How  did  that  impression  arise  ?  A.  From  what  I  said  to  him  in  the 
first  conversation.     You  are  asking  nie  about  my  impression  ? 

Q.  That  related  to  the  $1,000  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  to  nothing  else  ?    A.  That  is  what  it  related  to. 

Q.  Was  the  subject  ever  alluded  to  again  after  that?  A.  I  don't  recollect 
at  the  present  moment,  except  on  the  occasion  I  have  referred  to. 

Q.  What  limit  was  there  understood  to  be  then,  and  why  did  it  stop  at 
this  time  ?  A.  Why  did  it  stop  ?  I  was  out  of  funds,  and  I  didn't  give  him 
any  more. 

Q.  Were  further  applications  made  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that  any  further 
applications  were  made. 

Q.  No  further  applications  were  made  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — [To  the  witness.]  Finish  your  answer,  if  there  is  any  qualifi- 
cation to  it. 

The  Witness, — ^The  last  conversation  that  I  had  with  him,  that  I  recollect, 
was  that  he  wanted  to  be  rid  of  The  Qol<Ien  Age,  that  he  could  not — that  he 
wanted  to  dispose  of  The  Oolden  Age^  and  he  did  dispose  of  it. 

Q.  When  was  that  ?     A.  I  don't  recollect  the  date. 

Q,  Can  you  not  tell  about  when  it  was  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  can  not  tell  about 
when  it  was,  even.  It  was  told  to  Mr.  Ciirpenter.  The  date  Mr.  Carpenter 
ran  fix  when  he  comes  on  the  stand,  if  he  does  come  on  it. 

Mr.  Erorts, — I  don't  know  anything  about  Mr.  CarpenCer. 

The  Witness. — I  am  trving  to  find  the  date. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Can  yon  fix  the  season  of  the  year  it  was,  or  the  year  ?  A.  I 
d'^n't  recollect  when  it  was;  it  was  in  the  early  part  of  1874,  I  think;  I  won't 
be  certain  about  it. 

Q.  Was  it  not  immediately  after  your  last  advance  from  this  fund  ?    A. 
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No,  sir.  What  was  the  date  of  my  last  advance  ?  I  will  try  to  fix  it,  if  I  can, 
for  you. 

Mr.  Beach.— May  26th.  1874. 

Mr,  Tracy, — May  26,  it  is  stated  to  bt%  1874.  Now,  sir,  was  not  that 
transfer  of  The  Ooldcn  Age  made  ou  the  exhaustion  of  the  last  payment  from 
this  fund  ?  A.  T  don't  think  it  was.  That  is  my  recollection  of  it.  I  don't 
think  it  was.     I  will  try  to  fix  it  for  you. 

Q.  Can  not  you  tell  whether  it  was  two  weeks,  or  three  weeks,  or  three 
months  after  that  ?    A.  I  can  not. 

Q.  You  can  not  tell  anything  about  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  from  the  time  you  received  this  money,  in  May,  1873,  until  it 
was  exhausted,  had  Mr.  Tilton  no  source  of  revenue  to  your  knowledge  except 
this  fund  ?     A.     I  don't  know  that  he  had,  sir. 

Q.  Did  this  account  stop  of  itself,  or  were  applications  made  to  you,  and 
refused  by  yen,  because  there  was  no  money  ?  A.  They  were  stopped  by  me 
when  the  account  was  out. 

Q.  Were  there  applications  renewed  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect. 

Judge   Neilson. — He  answered  that  before,  that  there  were  none. 

Mr,  Tracy,  —Has  any  of  this  money  been  returned  to  you.  A.  No,  sir; 
not  yet. 
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Francis  D.  Mout-.ton  recalled,  and  the  cross-examination  continued. 

Mr,  EvartB, — If  your  Honor  please,  we  had  hoped  that  our  associate, 
Judge  Porter,  would  be  able  to  be  in  court  to-day,  but  the  severity  of  the 
weather  yesterday  was  such,  of  course,  as  to  prevent  him  from  for  the  first  time 
taking  the  air,  and  he  will  not  be  in  court  to-day,  but  I  hope  that  he  will  be 
able  to-morrow.     He  has  not  left  his  room  since  he  was  taken  sick. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  very  much  regret  his  illness. 

Mr.  Shearman, — I  have  now  got  the  original  copy  of  this  paper.* 

Judge  Neilson. — Have  you  marked  the  portions  that  ought  to  come  in 
under  the  ruling  ? 

Mr.  Sheai-man. — We  have,  sir;  and  we  have  made  them  just  as  few  as 
possible  for  the  purpose  of  showing  what  the  charge  was  to  be  denied  by 
these  three  parties. 

Judge  Neilson. — Then  you  will  proceed  to  read  it. 

Mr,  Sheannan. — The  following  are  extracts  from  the  publication  of  Mrs. 
Victoria  C.  Woodhull,  November  2,  1872.  It  was  actually  issued  October, 
28,  1872: 

"  Subsequently  1  published  a  letter  in  both  World  and  Times,  in  which  was 
the  following  sentence:  *  I  know  a  clergyman  of  eminence  in  Brooklyn  who 
lives  in  concubinage  with  the  wife  of  another  clergyman  of  equal  eminence.* 

"It  was  generally  and  well  understood,  among  the  people  of  the  presH 
especially,  that  both  of  these  references  were  to  this  case  of  Mr.   Beecher*8,  and 

*  The  paper  mentioned  is  the  Woodhull  &  Claliin  publication  referred  to  by 
plaintiff  January  14th.    See  p.  388,  ante. 
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it  came  to  be  generally  suspected  that  I  was  bettor  informed  ref^arding  the  facts 
of  the  case  than  others,  and  was  reserving  publicity  of  my  knowledge  for  a  more 
convenient  season.     This  suspicion  " 

Mr,  Fidlertoit. — No;  that  is  as  far  as  you  can  read  under  the  rule. 

Mr.  Shearman, — Well,  we  propose  to  offer  the  follpwinj^  as  part  of  the 
evidence  which  these  pentlenien  have  produced. 

JuDciE  Neilson. — J^ow^  read  that  separately  under  the  ruling. 

Mr.  FtfUerton. — Your  Honor  will  understand  that  so  far  as  he  read,  we  do 
not  object.     I  do  object,  however 

.Judge  Neii^sow. — Now  he  reads  under  the  rule  what  it  may  be  neces- 
sary to  read  in  order  to  fix  his  exception,  provided  it  is  not  admissible. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Yes,  sir. 

.TuDOB  Neilson. — Read  that  portion,  if  you  please. 

Mr.  Shearman. — [Reading:] 

"  This  suspicion  was  iH^ightened  nearly  int^  conviction  when  it  transpired 
that  Theodore  Til  ton  wan  an  earnest  and  apparently  consuientious  advocate  of 
many  of  my  radical  theorioi^,  as  appeartHl  in  his  far-famed  biography  of  me,  and 
in  numerous  other  publication  in  The  Golden  Afffi  and  elsewhere.  Mr.  Tilton's 
warmest  friends  were  shocked  at  his  course,  and  when  he  added  to  bis  remark- 
able proceedings,  his  brilliant  advocjicy  of  my  Fourteenth  Amendment  theory, 
in  his  letters  to  Horace  Greeley,  Chas.  Sumner  and  Mat.  Carpenter,  they  con- 
sidered him  irremediably  committed  to  the  most  radical  of  all  radicals." 

Mr.  Fullert<m. —Thai  part,  sir,  is  objected  to. 

Judge  NEn.soN. — Mr.  Shearman,  it  seems  to  me  that  there  is  no  prior 
evidence  that  would  call  for  that  particular  clause. 

Mr.  Shearrrutn, — Our  theory  in  regard  to  that  is  that  this  was  a  charge  made 
against  all  three  of  these  gentlemen,  and  they  met — so  Mr.  Moulton  has  testi- 
fied— to  consult  about  the  charge  that  was  made  in  effect  against  all  of  them. 

Judoe  Neilson.  —And  with  a  view 

Mr,  ShMrman. — With  a  view  to  a  common  answer  or  a  separate  answer, 
or  to  no  answer. 

JuDdE  Neilson. — With  a  view  to  a  common  answer. 

Mr,  Sfiearman, — With  a  view  to  an  answer  or  silence. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — It  was  not  a  charge  against  three. 

Jn)GE  Neilson. — That  is  ruled  out  and  you  take  an  exception. 

Mr,  Shearman, — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarts, — Your  Honor  will  not  overlook  our  general  proposition  that 
they  having  introduced  the  story  as  being  in  mass  the  subject  of  conversation 
with  Mr.  Beecher  we  have  a  right  to  read  it  as  so  introduced  by  them;  and 
upon  the  further  proposition  that  we  regard  it  as  in  upon  their  side.  It  is 
proper,  of  course,  that  we  should  state  these  views  that  your  Honor  may  see 
them. 

Jl^ok  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Well,  the  more  frequently  they  are  stated  the  better  it 
will  appear  for  us,  because  the  objection  grows  out  of  the  statement  itself 
without  any  reply. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  understand  that  the  article  was  referred  to  in  the  evi- 
dence upon  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  as  injurious  to  the  defendant,  and  calling 
for  some  answer  from  him,  or  perhaps  to  Ixj  met  with  entire  silence,  that  the 
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course  to  be  pursued  was  uncertain  in  regard  to  that.     So  much  of  the  article 
us  has  a  bearing  upon  that  is  receiyed.     You  have  an  exception  to  the  other. 

Mr,  Shearman,— ItQi  me  call  your  attention  to  this  fact.  In  Judge  Morris' 
opening  he  dwelt  very  largely  upon  the  fact  that  no  answer  was  made  to  this 
article  by  Mr.  Beecher,  and  that  consultations  were  held  between  Mr.  Belcher, 
Mr.  Tilton,  and  Mr.  Moulton,  in  regard  to  what  was  to  be  done;  and  it  was 
agroed,  as  Mr.  Moulton  says,  that  none  of  them  should  answer.  Now,  it  lias 
been  argued  from  that  already  before  the  jury,  that  that  is  evidence  of  guilt 
upon  the  pjrt  of  Mr.  Beecher,  that  the  fact  that  he  did  not  answer  these 
charges  against  him  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jurj-  that  they  were  true,  and 
very  strong  evidence.  Now,  if  we  hhow  your  Honor  upon  their  own  evidence, 
upon  a  paper  which  they  introduce,  that  here  were  charges  not  only  against 
Mr.  Beecher,  but  ag>iinst  Mr.  Moulton  and  against  Mr.  Tilton — charges  which 
we  presume  they  will  not  deem  to  be  true — charges  of  a  vile  and  odious  nature 
against  those  persons  as  well  as  against  Mr.  Beecher,  is  it  not  part  of  the 
proper  evidence  to  be  brought  in  at  once  in  this  case  for  the  jury  to  look  at 
collectively,  so  that  they  may  say,  **  Why,  charges  were  made  against  all  of 
these  three  men ;  one  was  accused  of  as  bad  an  act  as  another.  One  was 
accused  of  adultery,  it  is  true,  but  the  husband  was  accused  of  connivance 
with  the  adultery,  of  a  positive  re-introduction  of  the  adulterer  into  his  family. 
The  husband  was  accused  of  that  more  odious  crime  than  adultery,  the  recom- 
mendation to  his  wife  to  commit  adultery  again,  and  the  Mutual  Friend  was 
accused  of  the  vile  crime  of  going  with  a  pistol  and  presepting  it  at  the  head 
of  the  defendant  and  demanding  a  paper."  Now,  the  counsel  may  say  of  the 
witness  now  on  the  stand  that  that  charge  against  him  was  not  true.  We 
presume  that  Mr.  Tilton  will  say  when  on  the  stand  that  the  charge  against 
him  was  not  true.  We  assume  that,  and  have  we  not  a  right  to  show  that 
those  charges  were  made  in  conjunction  with  the  other  charge  against  Mr. 
Beecher,  that  they  were  all  inseparably  mixed  together,  and  that  there  was  no 
more  reason  why  Mr.  Beecher  should  be  deemed  guilty  for  not  answering, 
than  why  Mr.  Moulton  should  be  deemed  guilty  of  taking  a  pistol  and  threat- 
ening murder,  and  Mr.  Tilton  be  deemed  guilty  of  the  worse  crime  of  re- 
introducing the  adulterer  to  his  wife  and  asking  him  over  again  to  commit 
adultery  as  often  as  he  pleased. 

Judge)  Neilson. — I  feel  the  force  of  your  explanation. 

Mr,  Morris. — The  counsel  has  misstated  a  portion  of  my  opening. 

Judge  Neilson. — So  I  was  going  to  say.     I  will  read  that  and  will  per- 
haps correct  this  ruling,  or  let  the  exception  stand  as  it  is. 

Mr,  Morris. — But  the  counsel,  sir,  has  made  a  misstatement  in  reference 
to  my  opening,  which  I  have  a  right  to  correct  right  here,  and  I  propose  to  do 
it.  In  speaking  of  the  reference  that  I  made  to  the  fact  that  Mi.  Beecher  did 
not  deny — made  no  denial  to  the  p'lblication  of  this  article,  I  said  that  it  re- 
mained without  any  denial  for  the  space  of  about  six  months.  In  the  follow- 
ing spring,  after  the  publication  of  the  tripartite  covenant,  and  after  Mr. 
Bowen  and  Mr.  Claflin  had  visited  IMrs.  WoodhuU  to  ascertain  what  evidence 
she  might  have  in  her  possession,  it  was  then  in  connection  with  those  facts 
and  circumstances  that  Mr.  Beecher  did  publish  a  short  card  in  The  Brooklyn 
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EagUj  and  that  was  six  months  after  the  publication  of  this  article,  and  that 
was  my  statement  to  the  jury. 

Judge  Nkilson. — I  will  read  that  part  of  the  opening,  Mr.  Morris. 

Mr.  Shenrman, — The  difference  then,  sir,  which  Mr.  Morris  now  makes 
between  the  attitude  of  these  three  gentlemen  that  are  charged  with  this 
atrocious  crime  is  that  Mr.  Beecher  is  presumptively  guilty,  because  he  did 
not  deny  it  for  six  months,  but  that  the  others  are  presumptively  innocent  be- 
cause they  never  denied  it  at  all. 

Mr.  Morris. — Your  Honor  understands  very  well  that  this  is  a  specious 
statement.  Your  Honor  knows,  and  every  man  in  this  community  knows, 
that  Mr.  Beecher  was  the  man,  and  the  sole  man,  called  upon  to  deny  them. 

Mr.  Shennrutn, — We  will  see. 

Mr,  Morrh. — There  was  no  call  on  the  part  of  the  press  that  Mr.  Mo"l- 
ton  or  Mr.  Til  ton  should  deny.  Mr.  Beecher  was  the  man  charged,  and  he 
was  the  man  called  upon  to  deny,  and  he  was  silent. 

Judge  Neils  on. — All  that  will,  perhaps,  be  governed  by  the  jury  in  the 
end.     I  will  hear  what  further  portion  you  wish  to  read. 

Mr,  Shmrrrutn, — I  am  not  aware  that  the  calls  of  the  newspapers  are  evi- 
dence at  all.     Here  are  the  facts,  and  what  they  call  for  we  are  to  give. 

Mr.  Marru. — You  were  making  a  misstatement  of  the  evidence. 

Mr.  Shearman. — The  next  paragraph  we  propose  to  read  is  on  the  third 
column.     [Reading.] 

"Reporter. — Now  Mrs.  Woodhull,  would  you  state,  in  the  most  condensed 
way,  your  opinions  on  this  suhject  as  they  differ  from  those  avowed  and  ostensi- 
bly believed  bv  the  public  at  large  ? 

•'Mrs.  Woodhull " 

Mr.  Fullerton. — One  moment.    That  I  object  to. 

Mr.  Shearman. — Very  good.  Let  us  state  it  first  and  see  what  his  Honor's 
ruling  is. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Does  the  gentleman  offer  that  as  a  part  of  the  charge 
against  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Mr.  Shearman. — I  offer  it  as  a  part  of  the  charge  made  against  these 
three  gentlemen  collectively.  I  say,  if  your  Honor  please,  that  it  is  impos- 
sible to  separate  the  charges  made  by  Mrs.  Woodhull  into  tliree  distinct,  un- 
connected charges  against  these  three  gentlemen  respectively.  That  can  not 
be  done.  It  was  a  single  charge,  a  charge  that  Mr.  Beecher  had  committed 
adultery  with  the  wife  of  Mr.  Tilton;  thjit  Mr.  Tilton,  first  indignant  about 
that,  not  only  became,  through  the  influence  of  Mrs.  Woodhull,  reconciled 
to  it,  but  approved  of  it  and  rejoiced  in  it;  and  it  charged  Mr.  Moulton,  the 
mutual  friend,  with  going  with  a  pistol  to  extort,  by  putting  it  at  the  head 
of  Mr.  Beecher,  a  paper,  acd  afterwards  standing  by,  a  mutual  friend,  and 
approving  the  whole  thing.     It  is  all  one  transaction. 

Judge  Neilson. — This  paper  is  brought  before  us  first  because  in  the  evi- 
dence of  the  plaintiff — by  this  witness — reference  was  made  to  a  specific 
article — a  specific  charge,  a  single  clause,  which  therefore  ought  to  be  read. 
There  is  in  that  same  evidence  a  reference  to  the  Woodhull  story,  and  it  be- 
came desi»^ble  to  have  wliat  the  story  was.     It  was,  of  course,  simply  referred 
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to  by  the  witness  as  a  story  prejudicial  to  Mr.  Beccher  and  annoying  to 
Iiim. 

J/r.  FvJleTton. — Referred  to  only  as  that,  and  all  the  object  we  had  in  view 
in  calling  attention  to  the. publication  by  Mrs.  Woofl hull  was  to  show  that 
there  was  a  char<^c  therein  made  ao:ainst  Mr.  Beecher  which  he  did  not  deny, 
and  which  under  the  advice  of  his  friends  he  refused  to  deny.  Now,  the 
counsel  upon  the  other  side  constantly  drags  in  the  allegation  that  there  is  a 
charge  here  against  these  three  persons:  that  all  were  alike  charged  with  in- 
famous offenses.  There  is  no  occasion  to  do  that  except  to  illustrate  the  c»ld 
adage  that  misery  loves  company.  Tliere  is  no  reason  at  all,  so  far  as  the  tnal 
of  this  issue  is  concerned,  why  any  charges  against  Mr.  Tilton  or  any  charges 
agaiust  Mr.  Moulton  contained  in  that  publication  should  be  alluded  to  for  a 
single  moment.  It  has  no  bearing  whatever  upcm  the  issues  between  these 
parties.  There  may  be  charges  there  against  these  gentlemen,  but  they  were 
not  called  upon  to  deny  tfjose  charges.  Whenever  they  are  put  uj^on  trial  for 
any  offense  and  the  charge  in  that  publication  has  any  bearing  upon  the  issue, 
then  they  will  be  judged  for  having  kept  silent,  if  they  did  keep  silent.  I 
object,  therefore,  to  the  reading  of  that  part  of  this  paper  under  the  ruling 
of  your  Honor,  and  if  the  counsel  on  the  other  side  takes  the  responsibility  of 
offering  this  part,  which  he  now  proposes  to  read,  as  referring  to  the  charges 
made  by  Mrs.  WoodhuU  against  Mr.  Beecher,  why  then  let  it  be  so  under- 
stood ;  but  the  object  of  offering  it  is  very  apparent.  Here  is  a  promulgation 
of  Mrs.  WoodhulPs  peculiar  doctrines  upon  the  subject  of  marriage.  I  don't 
know  what  that  has  to  do  with  this  case.  The  gentleman  may  offer  it  if  he 
chooses,  but  I  wish  to  know  in  what  view  he  offers  it;  whether  he  offers  it 
with  reference  to  the  charges  against  Mr.  Beecher;  and  if  not,  then  under 
what  ruling  of  your  Ilonor  does  he  offer  it  ? 

Mr,  ShemTivir, — If  your  Honor  please 

JuDOE  Netlson. — If  you  will  read  now — ^I  understand  it. 

Mr.  Shenrmnn. — Allow  me  to  say,  however,  your  Honor,  that  it  was  the 
whole  Woodhull  story  that  was  made  the  subject  of  conversation,  and  that 
the  witness  did  not  say  simply  that  it  was  the  charge  against  Mr.  Beecher 
contained  in  that  story  that  was  made  the  subject  of  conversation,  but  the 
Woodhull  story,  and  they  consulted  as  to  what  answer  they  should  make  to 
it,  and  the  question  was  raised  as  to  what  Mr.  Tilton  could  say  in  reply,  as 
well  as  what  Mr.  Beecher  could  say  in  reply. 

Mr,  Morris. — Let  the  counsel  call  our  attention  to  the  evidence. 

Mr.  .Shearman. — I  read  from  the  evidence  [see  p.  387,  ante] : 

**Then,  sir  [says  Mr.  FuUerton],  what  occurred  in  November,  1872,  with 
reference  to  Mrs.  Woodhull  ?  A.  There  was  a  publication  in  Woodhull  & 
Claflin's  paper. 

**Q.  In  regard  to  this  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  in  regard  to  Mr.  Beecher,  Mrs.  Til- 
ton, and  Mr.  Tilton. 

**Q.  Now,  what  occurred  upon  that  publication?  A.  I  saw  Mr.  Beecher 
shortly  after  the  publication." 

Then  goes  on  the  conversation  all  about  the  story.  Mr.  Tilton  asked  Mr. 
Beecher  how  he  thought  it  was  best  to  meet  that  story.     7'l>?Te  is  not  a  single 
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cas(%  your  Honor,  in  which  it  was  said  that  there  was  a  consultation  how  they 
had  better  meet  the  charge  against  Mr.  Beecher  contained  in  that  story ;  not 
an  instance  of  it. 

JuDOB  Neilson. — But  the  story — we  are  very  glad  to  learn  it  is  a  story. 

Mr,  Beach, — Your  Honor  will  remark  from  the  reading  of  the  evidence 
that  it  was  the  story  in  regard  to  this — that  is,  in  regard  to  this  matter,  this 
accusation,  the  subject  of  this  trial. 

Mr.  Shearman. — I  do  not  see  that. 

Mr   Beach. — You  have  just  read  it. 

Mr.  Shearman.  -I  have  read  it  just  as  it  is  written.  They  consulted  for 
Unit  purpose. 

Mr.  Beach. — Now,  sir,  the  question  of  Mr.  Fullerton  calling  for  a  portion 
of  the  Woodhull  story,  was  in  regard  to  this  transaction,  that  is,  the  charge 
against  Mr.  Beecher.  Now,  sir,  for  what  was  that  offered  ?  For  the  purpose 
of  showing  a  specific  charge  of  adultery  against  Mr.  Beecher,  and  the  man- 
ner in  which  he  met  that  accusation,  the  policy  which  he  adopted  and  the 
advice  of  his  friends  in  regard  to  it.  What  do  they  now  propose  to  read  ? 
A  portion  of  this  publication,  not  in  regard  to  the  charge  against  Mr.  Beecher, 
but  in  regard  to  the  charge  against  Tilton  and  Moulton,  having  no  connec- 
tion whatever  with  the  issue  before  your  Honor.  And  what  will  be  the 
result,  your  Honor,  if  it  is  read,  publishing  charges  against  Mr.  Moulton  and 
Mr.  Tilton  ?  Why,  that  we  have  side  issues  raised  in  regard  to  the  tnitli  of 
those  charges,  and  they  must  be  investigated.  If  they  are  permitted  to  be 
read,  sir,  promulgating  false  charges  on  this  trial  against  Mr.  Tilton  and 
against  Mr.  Moulton,  the  whole  merits  of  these  accusations  must  be  opened 
before  your  Honor  and  this  juiy  for  investigation,  and  we  are  led  at  once 
into  collateral  issues  which  will  exhaust  the  time  of  this  court  most  unprofit- 
ubly  and  needlessly.  Now,  I  submit  to  your  Honor,  that  the  only  object  of 
the  reading  of  this  portion  of  this  publication  of  Mrs.  Woodhull,  is  to 
insinuate  an  accusation  against  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  and  the  witness  upon 
the  stand,  drawing  in  issue  their  connection  with  Mrs.  Woodhull,  which  con- 
nection may  l)e  shown  by  legitimate  evidence,  if  you  please,  but  not  by  the 
•leclarations  of  that  lady  herself.  The  effect  is  to  introduce,  as  evidence 
against  these  gentlemen,  the  charges,  the  insinuations,  the  inculpations  of 
Mrs.  Woodhull  as  against  these  parties,  unverified  by  any  sanction  whatever 
of  a  court  of  justice.  I  submit  to  your  Honor  it  would  be  a  gross  injustice 
to  permit  that  sort  of  evidence  to  be  introduced. 

Mr.  Etarts. — We  are  entitled  I  think,  to  close  the  argument. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  think  not,  sir,  when  we  make  an  objection. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Now,  my  learned  friend's  last  proposition  seems  lo  me  but  a 
somewhat  refined  and  elegant  proposition  of  the  old  maxim,  that  what  is 
sauce  for  the  goose  is  not  sauce  for  the  gander.  The  argument  here  is,  that 
when  this  story  came  out,  which  is  an  entire  novel,  if  you  please — narrative— it 
became  the  subject  of  conversation,  and  the  conversation  has  been  detailed 
(so  far  as  it  has  been  detailed),  as  applying  to  the  whole  story.  **That 
story  "  is  what  it  is  called.  It  was  not  in  court,  and  it  was  to  be  produced 
the  next  day.     It  is  now  here.     Now,  the  argument  for  which  it  was  intro- 
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duced  was  this:  that  there  being  a  propoBition  of  a  charge  therein  against 
Mr.  Beecher  in  connection  with  this  matter  of  Mrs.  Tilton  and  bfmself,  that 
the  consultation  and  the  desires  to  have  it  answered  ending  in  not  answering 
it,  indicate  an  inability  to  answer  it,  or  an  inclination  not  to  tell  the  truth.* 
But  when  the  substantive  matters  that  bear  to  the  prejudice  of  Mr.  Tilton  and 
Mr.  Moulton  in  this  argument  are  offered  to  be  read,  my  learned  friend  says 
that  though  the  facts  may  be  learned  by  judicial  evidence,  yet  Mrs.  Wood- 
hull  can  not  be  heard  to  make  tlie  imputation.  Hasn't  she  been  heard  to 
make  the  imputation  against  Mr.  Beecher,  the  non-answer  of  which  is  the 
argument  against  Mr.  Beecher,  and  by  the  same  proposition,  when  her  state- 
ments against  Moulton  and  Tilton  are  known  to  them,  and  form  the  subject 
of  consultation  for  a  joint  answer  against  a  joint  libel,  is  not  the  same  argu- 
ment applicable  that  if  they  did  not  answer,  then  they  admit  the  truth  against 
them  ?  The  argument  may  be  worth  nothing,  or  worth  much ;  and  it  is  the 
same  argument,  it  is  the  same  course  of  evidence,  it  is  the  same  le^timate 
evidence — that  a  charge  was  made  known  to  them,  made  the  subject  of  con- 
versation, the  propriety  and  duty  of  an  answer  to  it  was  made  the  subject  of 
consultation  in  the  same  light,  and  in  the  same  sense,  and  the  concorring 
judgments  were  that  silence  was  the  best  course,  now,  if  that  is  sound  as 
an  imputation  against  Mr.  Beecher,  it  is  sound  as  an  imputation  against 
Mr.  Tilton  and  against  Mr.  Moulton,  And  my  learned  friend  understands 
that  when  a  husband  brings  an  action  of  this  kind  involving  the  question  of 
the  adultery  of  his  wife,  that  all  the  topics  that  bear  upon  that  issue  as 
between  husband  and  wife  necessarily  come  into  play.  They  are  not  collateral 
questions.  We  have  not  introduced  the  Woodhull  story;  it  has  been  intro- 
duced on  the  other  side,  to  bear  heavily  against  our  client  for  his  omission  to 
answer,  or  the  manner  in  which  he  did  answer. 

Mr.  Beach. — The  only  answer  necessary  to  that  argument  is,  that  it  is 
founded  entirely  upon  a  false  assumption  that  there  was  a  mutual  consultation 
as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  charges  of  Mrs.  Woodhull  against  Tilton  and 
Moulton  should  be  met. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  understand  ;  the  question  was  how  Mr.  Beecher  should 
meet  it,  whether  by  silence  or  some  kind  of  an  answer. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  beg  yonr  Honor  to  bear  in  mind  that  the  paragniph 
which  they  now  propose  to  read  has  no  reference  to  th<^  charge  against  Mr. 
Tilton  or  against  Mr.  Moulton  or  Mr.  Beecher.  They  propose  to  read  now 
the  atrocious  sentiments  of  this  woman  in  regard  to  the  marital  relation. 
That  is  all  they  propose,  and  if  your  Honor  will  take  the  paper  and  read  the 
paragraph  which  the  gentlemen  now  offer  to  read  you  will  see  that  I  am 
strictly  right. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  I  think  you- are  right;  he  would  have  a  right  to 
read  it,  however,  in  order  to  form  his  exception. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Well,  I  only  want  to  know  whether  the  gentlemen  reads  it 
as  coming  within  your  Honor's  ruling  that  be  might  lead  eveiything  that 
related  to  the  charge. 

Mr,  Shearman, — I  do  read  it. 

♦  See  p.  387,  ante. 


Jan.  25,  1875.]  CROSS-EXAMINATION.  703 

Mr.  Fullertan, — I  do  not  see  what  relation  there  is  between  her  sentiments 
in  regard  to  marriago  and  the  charge  against  Mr.  Beecher,  Mr.  Tilton,  and 
Mr.  Moulton.  Because  we  have  alluded  in  our  evidence  to  this  story  incul- 
pating Mr.  Beecher  does  not  give  them  the  right  to  prove  everything  else  in 
the  story  by  any  means.  If  we  could  prove,  or  have  occasion  to  prove  on 
this  trial  that  the  Decalogue  contained  the  words,  *'Thou  shalt  not  commit 
adultery,"  it  does  not  give  them  the  right  to  read  in  evidence  the  story  of 
Annanias  and  Sapphira  in  another  part  of  the  same  volume. 

Mr,  Shearman, — [Beading.] 

"  Now,  Mrs.  Woodhull,  would  you  state  in  the  most  condensed  way  yoar 
opinionH  on  this  subject,  as  they  differ  from  those  avo\iied  and  ostensibly  lived 
by  the  public  at  large  ? 

Mrs.  Woodhull. — I  believe  that  the  marriasre  institution,  like  slavery  and 
monarchy,  and  many  other  things  which  have  been  good  and  uecessarji  in  their 
day,  is  now  effete,  and  in  a  general  sense  injurious,  iuHtead  of  b^ing  beneficial  to 
the  community,  although,  of  course,  it  must  continue  to  linger  until  better  insti- 
tutions can  be  formed.  I  mean  by  marriage,  in  this  connection,  any /(/r<?«d  or 
obligatory  tie  between  the  sexes,  any  legal  intercention  or  coiiatraint  to  prevent 
people  from  adjusting  their  love  relations  precisely  as  they  do  their  religious 
affairs  in  this  country,  in  complete  personal  freedom;  changing  and  improving 
them  from  time  to  time,  and  according  to  circumstances." 

Judge  Neilbon. — Now,  as  to  that  clause,  it  is  merely  an  atrocious  senti- 
ment stated  by  that  writer,  and  stated  as  her  opinion  simply.  I  rule  that  out, 
and  allow  you  to  take  an  exception. 

Mr,  Shearman. — Will  your  Honor  allow  me  to  read  the  paragraph  ? 

Judge  Neilbon. — The  last  paragraph  may  be  pn)per;  but,  as  to  this,  take 
an  exception. 

Mr,  Shearman, — The  next  paragraph  we  propose  to  read  is  from  the 
second  column : 

"Reporter. — Is  it  possible  that  Mr.  Tilton  confided  this  story  to  you?  It 
seems  too  monstrous  to  be  believed. 

"  Mrs.  Woodhull. — He  certaiply  did,  and  what  is  more,  I  am  persuaded  that 
in  his  inmost  mind  he  will  not  be  otherwise  than  glad  when  the  skeleton  in  his 
closet  is  revealed  to  the  world,  if  thereby  the  abuses  which  lurk  like  vipers 
under  the  cloak  of  social  conservatism  may  be  exposed  and  the  causes  removed. 
Mr.  Tilton  looks  deeper  into  the  soul  of  things  than  most  men,  and  is  braver  than 
most." 

Mr,  Beach. — That  is  objected  to. 

Judge  Neilbon. — Same  ruling  as  to  that,  of  course. 

Mr,  Shearman, — What  is  your  ruling  ? 

Judge  Neilbon. — That  it  is  not  germane  to  the  matter  before  us,  and 
that  you  can  read  it  simply  for  the  purpose  of  pointing  your  exception. 

Mr,  Shearman, — Then  we  will  take  an  exception.  Tlie  next  paragraph  is 
as  follows: 

'*  His  revelations  were  made  subsequently,  at  sundry  times,  and  during  the 
months  of  friendly  intercourse,  as  occasion  brought  the  subject  up.  I  will, 
however,  condense  his  statements  to  me,  and  state  the  facts  as  he  related  them, 
as  consecutively  as  possible.  I  kept  notes  of  the  conversation,  as  they  occurred 
from  time  to  time;  and  the  matter  is  so  much  impr  ssed  upon  my  mind  that  I 
have  no  hesitation  in  relating  them  from  memory. 

*'  Reporter. — Do  not  you  fear  that,  by  taking' the  retiponpibility  of  this  expose, 
you  may  involve  yourself  in  trouble.    Even  if  all  you  relate  should  be  true, 
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may  not  those  involved  deny  it  in  toto,  even  the  fact  of  their  having  made  the 
statement. 

••Mrs.Woodhull. — I  do  not  fear  anything  of  the  sort.  1  know  this  thing  must 
come  out;  and  the  statement  of  tlie  plain  ungaruished  truth  will  outweigh  all  the 
perjuries  that  can  be  invented,  if  it  come  to  that  pass.  I  have  been  charged  with 
attempts  at  blackmailing,  but  I  tell  you,  sir,  there  is  not  money  enoujrh  in  these  two 
cities  to  purchase  my  silence  in  this  matter.  1  believe  it  is  my  duty  and  my  mission 
to  carry  the  torch  to  light  up  and  destroy  the  heap  of  rottenness,  wliich  in  the 
name  of  religion,  marital  sanctity  and  social  purity,  now  passes  as  the  social 
system.  I  know  tluTe  are  other  churches  just  as  false,  other  pastors  just  as 
recreant  to  their  professed  ideas  of  morality — by  their  immorality  you  know  I 
mean  their  hypocrisy.  I  am  glad  that  just  this  one  case  comes  to  me  to  be  ex- 
posed. This  is  a  great  congregation.  He  is  a  most  eminent  man.  When  a 
beacon  is  fired  on  the  mountain,  the  little  hills  are  lighted  up.  This  exposition 
will  send  inquisition  through  all  the  churches  and  what  is  termed  conservative 
society." 

Judge  Neilson. — Same  ruling  as  tc»  that;  you  wdll  take  an  exception. 

Mr.  Shearman. — The  next  paragraph  wliich  we  offer  is  the  following — 
words  put  into  the  mouth  of  Mr.  Tilton;  and  the  gentleman  will  pardon  me 
if  I  do  not  read  literally  to  show  that  it  is  what  Mr.  Tilton  said,  because  I 
could  not  do  that  without  .putting 

Mr.  Fnllerton.^WhcTe  is  that  ? 

Mr.  Shearman. — I  am  endeavoring — we  are  all  endeavoring  to  put  as  little 
of  this  as  is  possible  in. 

Judge  Neilson. — Some  of  those  atrocious  statements  ought  to  be  omitted, 
I  think. 

Mr.  Shearman, — It  is  this  paragraph  that  I  propose  to  read  now,  as  put  by 
Mrs.  Wood  hull  in  the  mouth  of  Mr.  Tilton. 

"  I  had  one  friend  who  was  like  a  brother,  Mr.  Frank  Moulton.  I  went  to 
him  and  stated  the  case  fully.  We  were  both  members  of  Plymouth  Church. 
My  friend  took  a  pistol,  went  to  Mr.  Beecher,  and  demanded  the  letter  of  Mrs. 
Tilton,  under  the  penalty  of  instant  death." 

Judge  Neilson. — That  will  remain  in,  although  it  already  appears  that 
Mr.  Moulton  was  not  a  member  of  Plymouth  Church. 

Mr,  Ffdlerton. — And  that  he  did  not  take  a  pistol  and  demand  the  paper. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  that  is  the  clause  referred  to  in  your  evidence  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton, — No,  sir;  we  did  not  refer  to  it  at  all.  They  have  referred 
to  it  upon  the  cross-examination,  and  asked  if  it  were  true,  and  they  have 
proved  themselves  that  it  was  untrue. 

Mr.  Shearman, — That  is  precisely  what  we  wanted  to  prove;  the  next  par- 
agraph— turn  over  the  page. 

Mr.  Beach. — We  except,  sir,  to  that  ruling. 

Mr,  Shearman. — I  propose  to  read  a  short  paragraph,  and  to  state  that,  al- 
though no  name  is  mentioned  in  this  particular  paragraph,  it  refers  to  Mr. Tilton. 

Mr.  lieack, — Well,  that  statement  we  move  to  have 

Mr.  Shearman. — I  am  offering  this  to  the  gentlemen  because  they  object  to 
having  a  great  deal  of  this  come  in ;  and  your  Honor,  as  I  think  very  prop- 
erly, objects  to  hav-ing  too  much  of  this  matter  in.  If  I  were  to  read  enough 
of  the  article  to  show  that  it  referred  to  Mr.  Tilton,  I  should  have  to  read 
the  whole  paragraph.  If  they  object  to  my  statement,  I  shall  have  to  read 
the  whole  paragraph. 
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JuDOB  Neilson. — Well,  you  can  read  the  passage  that  you  haye  in  mind 
just  now. 

Jfr.  Shearman. — [Showing  paper  to  Mr.  Fullerton.]  If  you  object  to  my 
stating  that  it  refers  to  Mr.  Tilton 

Mr.  FvUerton. — One  moment. 

Mr.  Shearman, — ^Well,  your  Honor,  I  offer,  if  the  gentlemen  on  tlie  other 
side  do  not  object,  to  have  it  understood  and  assumed  that  the  paragraph 
which  I  now  read  relates  to  Mr.  Tilton.  If  they  object,  I  shall  thcu  read  the 
whole  of  a  long  paragraph,  to  show  that  it  does. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  read  that  paragraph ;  let  us  see  what  it  is. 

Mr.  Shearman. — This  paragraph  is  as  follows,  Mrs.  Woodhull  speaking  of 

Mr.  Tilton: 

"  I  aHBumed  at  once,  and  got  a  sufficient  admission,  as  I  always  do  in  such 
cases,  that  he  was  not  exactly  a  vestal  virgin  himself;  that  his  real  life  was 
something  very  different  fn>m  the  awful  virtue  he  was  preaching." 

Judge  Neilson.  —The  awful  virtue  he  was  preaching  ? 
Mr.  Shearman. — Yes,  sir;  **the  awful  virtue  he  was  preaching." 
Mr,  Pryor. — So  we  preach  virtue  ? 
Mr.  Shearman. — The  next  paragraph  which  I- — 

Mr.  Fullerton. — One  moment.  Does  your  Honor  admit  that  ?  That  is, 
the  offer  to  read  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  we  will  admit  that;  we  will  let  that  stand. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — We  except. 

Mr,  Shearman. — The  next  paragraph  is  as  follows : 

"  Reporter. — Tlien  Mr.  Tilton  became,  as  it  were,  your  pupil,  and  you  In- 
structed him  in  your  theories'? 

"Mrs.  Woodhull. — Yes,  I  suppose  that  is  a  correct  statement." 

We  offer  that ;  and  now,  if  your  Honor  please,  we  renew  our  former  offer 
of  the  exposition  of  Mrs.  WoodhulPs  views. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  last  clause  is  not  received.  You  take  an  excep- 
tion. She  says,  ''I  suppose."  It  is  a  remarkable  degree  of  modesty  on  her 
part,  particularly  in  speaking  of  a  fact  which  she  assumed  to  know. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — It  is  not  so  remarkable  as  the  offer  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Shearman. — We  also  offer  the  paragraph  formerly  excluded,  in  which 
Mrs.  Woodhull  states  her  views  concerning  the  marriage  institution,  and  her 
belief  that  it  is  effete  and  ought  to  be  superseded.  We  offer  it  in  connection 
with  this  last  paragraph,  in  which  she  says  that  she  supposes  Mr.  Tilton  be- 
came her  pupil  and  was  instructed  in  her  theories. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  it  will  stand  on  the  former  ruling. 

Mr,  Shearman. — And  also  with  the  paragraph  last  admitted  with  reference 
to  his  not  being  exactly  a  vestal  virgin.    Your  Honor  rules  it  out  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  I  will  hold  to  the  ruling  before  made. 

Mr.  Shearman. — We  offer  it,  as  you  understand,  as  being  one  of  the 
charges  made  against  Mr.  Tilton,  in  connection  with  charges  against  Mr. 
Beecher,  and  we  take  an  exception. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — In  other  words,  Mr.  Tilton  was  charged  with  not  being  . 
virgin,  and  you  believed  it. 

Mr.  Shearman. — I  don't  see  the  point.     As  Judge  Fullerton's  remarks  ar : 
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always  brilliant,  if  I  do  not  see  the  point,  I  suppose  it  is  my  fault,  not  his. 

The  next  paragraph  I  shall  offer  is  the  following: 

"Mrs.  WoodhuU. — I  was  then  cantemplating  my  Steinway  Hall  speech  on 
social  freedom,  and  prepared  it  in  Uie  hope  of  being  able  to  persuade  Mr.  Beecher 
to  preside  for  me,  aud.  thus  make  a  way  for  himself  into  a  consistent  life  on  the 
radical  platform.  I  made  my  speech  as  soft  as  I  conscientiously  could.  1  toned 
it  down  in  order  that  it  miglit  not  frigliteu  him.  Wli^en  it  was  iu  type,  I  went 
to  his  study  and  gave  him  a  copy,  and  asked  him  to  read  it  carefully,  and  give 
me  his  candid  opinion  concerning  it.  Meantime,  1  had  told  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr. 
Moulton  that  I  was  going  to  ask  Mr  Beecher  to  preside,  and  they  agreed  to  press 
the  matter  with  him."' 

I  also  offer  the  following  extract  to  accompany  that : 

'*  A  few  days  before  the  lecture  I  sent  a  note  to  Mr.  Beecher,  asking  him  to 
preside  for  me.  This  alarmed  him.  He  went  with  it  to  Messrs.  Tilton  and 
Moulton,  asking  advice.  They  gave  it  to  him  in  the  affirmative,  telling  him  they 
considered  it  eminently  fitting  that  he  should  pursue  the  course  indicated  by  me 
as  his  only  safety;  but  it  was  not  urged  in  such  a  way  as  to  indicate  that  they 
had  known  the  request  was  to  have  been  made." 

Mr,   FtUlerton, — ^Well,  sir,  they  are  objected  to  upon  the  same  ground. 

Mr,  Shearman. — This  should  be  connected  with  what  I  last  read,  "They 
then  took  me  again  with  them  and  endeavored  to  persuade  him.'*  We  offer 
that,  your  Honor. 

Judge  Neilson. — Those  are  mled  out.  You  take  an  exception  as  to  the 
whole  or  part  of  it. 

Mr.  EoarU, — Perhaps  your  Honor  might  remember  that  these  also  bear 
upon  the  question  of  the  efforts  charged  upon  Mr.  Beecher  of  trying  to  con- 
ciliate this  lady  and  to  temporize  concerning  this  story  by  showing  that  these 
gentlemen,  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Moulton,  were  acting  in  her  interest  to  ac- 
complish the  result,  to  wit,  the  benefit  to  the  school  of  morals  and  philosophy 
of  which  she  was  an  advocate.  We  have  had  a  great  deal  about  that,  and 
this  bears  upon  that. 

Mr,  FuLlerton, — ^Yes,  sir ;  and  your  Honor  will  not  forget,  after  that  obser- 
vation, that  Mr.  Moulton^s  connection  with  this  woman,  from  first  to  last,  was 
simply  for  the  purpose  of  saving  Mr.  Beecher  from  exposure ;  that  his  ac- 
quaintance commenced  when  he  undertook  to  save  him,  and  ended  when  he 
found  that  he  could  not  accomplish  his  object. 

Mr,  EvarU, — That  is  your  view  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton, — ^Yes;  that  is  my  view;  that  is  the  reason  I  mention  it. 

Mr.  EvarU, — We  offer  this  as  bearing  on  that  view  and  contradicting  it 

Judge  Neilson. — 1  can  not  receive  it,  I  think,  air;  Mr.  Shearman,  that 
exhausts  the  argument. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — Our  exceptions  have  been  noted,  I  think. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir;  generally  they  are.  1  say  generally,  if  there  is 
any  omission  of  an  exception  where  an  objection  has  been  made.  I  wish  to 
say  generally  that,  if  there  is  any  casual  omission  of  the  exception  in  connec- 
tion with  any  objection,  it  can  be  entered  hereafter. 

Mr,  Beach. — ^I  hope  not.  I  trust  your  Honor  will  not  give  the  party  an 
exception  which  he  does  not  take.  I  am  seriously  opposed  to  that  rule  in  the 
settlement  of  cases,  and  I  think  the  party  should  take  his  exception  on  the 
trial. 
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Mr,  Eoarts, — His  Honor  means  where  the  line  of  exception  is  already  in- 
dicated, I  suppose. 

Mr,  Beack — I  don't  know  what  he  means,  but  I  object  to  that  rule. 

Mr,  Everts. — Now,  have  we  your  Honor's  ruling  upon  this  general  propo- 
sition of  ours,  that  the  introduction  which  the  plaintiffs  had  given  to  this 
story,  this  publication,  entitles  us  to  read  such  parts  of  it,  irrespective  of  the 
question,  whether  they,  by  themselves,  are  adn)issible.  I  understand  youi' 
Honor  necessarily  to  rule  against  us  on  that  view. 

Mr.  Beach, — ^I  understand  his  Honor  to  have  ruled  that  you  are  at  liberty 
to  give  in  evidence  any  part  of  this  publication  which  tends  to  qualify  or 
explain  the  portion  of  it  to  which  we  referred  in  our  evidence.  That  is  the 
rule,  at  any  rate,  for  which  we  contend,  and  we  ask  no  other  rule. 

Judge  Xeilson. — Well,  I  ruled  at  first,  that  this  statement  was  brought  in  in 
a  sense,  to  a  certain  degree,  by  the  evidence  which  has  been  given  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  with  reference  to  the  pistol  scene,  and  with  reference  to  the  story, 
and  we  have  heard  so  much  of  the  story  as  we  supposed  applied  to  the  matter 
referred  to  by  that  evidence.     I  think  that  is  all  the  ruling  that  is  culled  for. 

Mr,  Morris. — We  have  heard  just  the  portion  that  does  not  apply  to  that. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Your  Honor  forgets  that  everything  in  relation  to  the  pistol 
scene  was  called  out  in  the  cross-examination,  and  not  upon  the  direct  at  all. 

JxTDGE  Neilson. — It  may  be  so.     I  think  we  will  proceed  now. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Now,  my  learned  friend  has  just  laid  down  a  rule  that,  I 
think,  would  have  admitted  all  the  evidence  that  your  Honor  has  excluded ; 
that  is  to  say,  that  we  have  a  right  to  read  any  part  of  this  that  qualifies  or 
affects  the  part  that  they  have  introduced  in  evidence. 

Judge  Neilson. — My  intention  was  to  let  you  read  any  part  of  this  which 
would  point  the  evidence  given  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  and  show  what  it 
was  that  was  referred  to— statements,  story,  or  whatever. 

Mr,  Ecarts. — That  we  understand,  and  we  submit  to  your  Honor's  ruling, 
that,  in  your  Honor's  disposicion  of  the  matter,  the  parts  that  y^u  have 
included  do,  and  the  parts  that  you  have  excluded  do  not  come,  within  that 
rule.  Now,  I  wish  to  preserve  the  exception  on  the  question  of  our  right  to 
read  all  parts  of  this  statement,  by  reason  of  the  plaintiff's  introduction  of  the 
part  already  given. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  could  not  hold  that. 

Mr.  Evarts, — We  take  an  exception. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Did  you  ever  read  or  hear  read  a  paper  which  Tilton  pre- 
pared, which  he  called  his  **True  Story"?  A.  I  don't  know  that  I  heard 
the  whole  of  it,  sir,  read — that  I  read  the  whole  of  it  or  heard  the  whole  of  it 
read.    I  don't  recollect;  read  portions  of  it,  at  all  events. 

Q.  Well,  did  you  hear  the  most  of  it  read  ?    A.  Ferhape  I  did — I  don't — 

Q.  Well,  did  you  ?  Perhaps  you  did  is  no  answer  at  all.  A.  I  am  trying 
to  give  a  correct  answer. 

Mr,  Traey. — ^I  submit  that  the  witness  ought  to  answer  the  question  that 
I  put  to  him. 

JuDOB  Neilson. — What  is  your  best  recollection  about  it  ?  A.  Well,  will 
yoQ  pat  the  qaestion  ?    I  am  trying  to  give 
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[Qaestion  read  by  the  stenographer.  ] 

A«  My  recollection  is  that  I  either  read  or  heard  the  most  of  it. 
Q.  Now,  will  you  say  that  you  did  not  either  read  or  hear  read  the  whole 
of  it  ?    A.  I  should  say  that  my  recollection — my  best  recollection  is  that  I 
did  not  read  or  hear  read  the  whole  of  it,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  that  story  prepared — that  statement  prepared  ?  A.  My  impres- 
sion was,  sir,  in  the  latter  part  of  December,  '72.  If  you  will  allow  me  to  state 
when  I  think  I  heard  the  most  of  it  read,  it  was  one  evening  when  you  were 

present  in  my  study,  when  you  went  to  sleep  and  was  not  quite  interested 

Mr.  Evarti, — ^That  is  not  an  answer  to  any  question. 

TJie  Witness. — Well,  I  am  only  trying 

Mr.  FullerUm. — ^It  gives  the  time,  however. 

Mr,  Beach, — ^It  is  a  very  proper  way  to  fix  it  by  reference  to  an  event. 
Mr.  JSharts. — The  difficulty  is  that  he  had  not  been  asked  to  fix  it. 
Mr,  FyUertan, — Yes,  he  had  been  asked  to  fix  the  time. 
Mr.  Tracy. — ^Was  that  story  prepared  and  read  as  Mr.  Tilton's  answer  to 
the  Woodhull  publication  ?    A.  Was  it  prepared — may  the  stenographer  read 
tlie  question  ? 

JxjDOS  Neilbok. — ^Was  it  prepared  and  read  as  an  answer  to  the  Woodhull 
publication  ? 

Mr.  FuUerUm. — ^That  we  object  to;  he  is  askiiig  for  the  operation  of  some 
mind  other  than  his  own. 

Judge  Neilson. — Was  it  said  whether  or  not  it  was  prepared  as  an  answer 
to  the  Woodhull  statement  ? 

Mr,  IVacy, — ^I  accept  the  amendment. 
The  Witness, — I  do  not  think  that  that  was  said. 

Mr.  Tract/, — What  do  you  say  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  that  was  said. 
Q.  Wasn't  the  statement  presented  to  you  by  Mr.  Tilton  as  his  proposed 
answer  to  that  publication  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  its  being  presented  as  an 
answer  to  that  publication,  sir. 

Q.  Wasn't  it  presented  to  you  as  a  statement  which  he  had  prepared,  and 
which  he  proposed  to  publish  in  consequence  of  the  Woodhull  publication  f 
A.  My  recollection  is  something  like  that  was  said,  sir,  in  consequence  of  it. 
Q.  Do  you  remember  what  were  the  subjects  of  which  that  story  treated  ? 
A.  There  is  only  one  part  of  it,  sir,  that  I  distinctly  recollect ;  one  incident, 
which  I  described  here;  I  don't  remember  what  it  distinctly  treated  of. 

Q.  Well,  answer  my  question.    Do  you  remember  the  subjects  of  which 
that  story  treated  ?    A.  Not  all  of  them ;  no  sir. 
Q.  Not  all  of  them  ?    A.  No,  sir. 
Q.  What  subjects  do  yt>u  remember  that  it  did  treat  of  f 
Mr,  FuUerton, — ^That  is  objected  to. 

Mr.  Tracy,— Thskt  is  what  was  called  **  The  true  story  "  by  Mr.  Tilton. 
Mr,  FuUerton. — We  object  to  it. 
Judge  Neilson. — Have  you  the  paper  in  court  ? 
Mr.  Tracy, — ^We  have  not:  we  have  given  them  notice  to  produce  it. 
Judge  Neilson. — Was  the  thing  published  ?    A.  No,   sir;  it  vras  not 
published. 
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Jui>OE  Neilbon. — Well,  unless  you  produce  it,  they  have  a  right  to  inquire 
into  the  contents,  of  course.     Do  you  call  for  the  paper  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — We  do,  and  they  fail  to  produce  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — If  they  fail  to  produce  it,  or  Account  for  it,  you  have  a 
right  to  give  the  contents  of  it. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — We  have  already  avowed  the  fact  that  the  paper  was 
destroyed.     It  is  not  id  existence. 

Mr,  EtarU. — Avowed  it  here  in  the  trial, 

Mr.  Fullerton, — ^Ycs,  sir. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Very  well,  that  gives  us  a  right  to  go  into  its  con- 
tents. 

Mr,  Tracy, — Now,  will  you  answer  my  question  ?  I  will  repeat  it.  What 
were  (he  subjects  of  which  that  story  treated  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  all,  sir, 
of  the  subjects. 

Q.  What  subjects  do  you  recollect  of  which  it  treated  ?  A.  The  relation 
between  Mrs.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Did  it  also  treat  of  Mr.  Tilton's  relation  with  Mr.  Bowen  and  the 
causes  which  led  to  his  dismissal  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect,  sir,  whether  it  did 
or  not.  I  have  a  distinct  recollection  of  the  incident  which  I  narrated 
before  from  this  stand,  and  that  is  all. 

Q.  Did  it  treat  of  Mr.  Tilton's  relatiots  to  the  Woodhulls  and  their  pub- 
lication ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  that, 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  whether  or  not  it  referred  to  the  publication  of  the 
Woodhulls  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that,  sir.  I  will  tell  you  exactly  what  I 
do  recollect 

Q.  How  long  a  paper  was  it  ?    A.  Quite  long;  I  forget  how  long. 

Q.  Very  long,  wasn't  it  ?    A.  What  do  you  mean  by  very  long  ? 

Q.  Well,  wasn't  it  morr  than  one  hundred,  foolscap  pages  ?  A.  I  don't 
recollect  whether  it  was  or  not. 

Q.  Didn't  it  make  as  thick  a  manuscript  as  that  ?  [Showing  a  manuscript 
to  witness].     A.  As  thick  as  that,  no. 

Q.  That?    A.  No. 

Q.  That  ?    A.  No ;  I  don't  think  it  did. 

Q.  How  thick  was  it  ?  A.  Well,  I  don't  think  it  was  one  hundred  pages. 
You  heard  it  read.    I  don't  know  how  much. 

Mr,  Emrts, — I  ask  that  that  be  struck  out;  the  conversations  of  the  wit- 
ness with  the  counsel  are  not  admissible. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes. 

The  Witness, — Excuse  me. 

Q.  Did  he  carry  it  in  a  black  cover  ?  A.  It«was  wound  up — rolled  up; 
yes,  sir. 

Q.  Well,  sir,  what  did  it  say — did  it  contain  any  statement  from  Mrs. 
Tilton  concerning  her  relation  with  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  My  impression,  sir,  is 
that  the  letter  which  she  wrote  to  Dr.  Storrs,  or  the  purport  of  that  letter, 
was  in  the  statement. 

Q.  Yes,  sir;  that  is,  it  stated  in  substance,  then,  that,  "prompted  by  my 
duty,  I  informed  my  husband  that  Mr.  H.  W.  Beecher,  my  friend  and  pastor, 
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had  solicited  me  to  be  a  wife  to  him,  together  with  all  that  this  implied  ?^** 
A.  I  think  that  is  it,  sir. 

Q.  That  was  the  substance  of  the  statement — did  that  paper  contain  any 
other  statement  of  her  relations  with  Mr.  Beecher  than  contained  in  that 
paragraph  ?     A.  I  don't  recollect  that  it  did,  sir. 

Q.  Did  the  paper  also  contain  a  copy  of  what  you  now  call  the  letter  of 
contrition  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that ;  I  don't  think  it  did ;  my  impression  is 
that  it  did  not — not  all  of  it. 

Q.  Did  it  contain  any  part  of  it  ?  A.  I  think  very  likely  it  contained 
some  part  of  it. 

Q.  Did  it?  A.  I  don't  recollect;  I  am  trying  to  answer  the  qaestioa 
truthfully. 

Q.  Don't  you  remember  that  that  true  statement  contained  a  copy  of  all 
or  of  a  part  of  what  you  call  the  letter  of  contrition  ?  A.  I  don't  really 
recollect. 

Q.  And  that  it  was  introduced  into  that  paper  as  proof  of  the  charge 
which  Mrs.  Tilton  made  against  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that,  sir; 
no;  I  have  stated  all  that  I  recollect. 

Q.  Was  there  any  charge  of  adultery  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mrs.  Tilton 
set  f(»rth  in  that  paper  ?  A.  There  is  nothing,  sir,  except  what  I  hrive  nar- 
rated ;  that  is  all  that  I  recollect  of. 

Q.  Do  you  not  remember  that,  after  quoting  this  charge  of  Mr.  Tilton 
against  Mr.  Beecher,  that  Mr.  Tilton,  in  that  statement,  proceeded  to  eulogize 
his  wife  for  the  delicate  manner  in  which  she  had  resisted  the  advances  of 
her  pastor  ?     A.  I  don't  recollect  that,  sir. 

Q.  You  don't?    A.  No. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  he  said  anything  on  that  subject  ?  A.  I 
really  don't,  sir.  • 

Q.  It  may  have  contained  them,  for  aught  you  remember  ?  A.  If  I  bad 
any  recollection  about  it,  sir,  I  should  state  it.     I  haven't. 

Q.  You  have  no  recollection  on  that  subject.  On  Mr.  Tilton's  meeting  Mr. 
Beecher  first  after  the  publication  of  the  Wood  hull  scandal,  were  you  present 
at  that  meeting  ?  A.  I  believe  I  was,  sir,  on  the  election  day.  I  recollect  that 
as  the  first;  that  is  what  I  mean  to  say.  General. 

Q.  First  you  saw  them  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q,  Do  you  remember  that  Mr.  Tilton  grasped  Mr.  Beecher  with  both  his 
bands —grasped  Mr.  Beecher's  hand  with  both  his,  and  shook  it  heartily,  and 
expressed  his  sympathy  with  3Ir,  Beecher  for  this  publication  ?  A.  I  recollect 
that  he  shook  hands  with  Mr  Beecher,  sir. 

Q.  Didn't  he  grasp  Mr.  Beecher's  hand  with  both  his  and  shake  it  earnestly, 
and  express  his  profound  sympathy  with  him  on  account  of  this  scandalous 
publication  ?  A.  He  shook  his  hand  and  expressed  his  profound  regret  for 
the  publication. 

Q.  Didn't  he  shake  Mr.  Beecher's  hand  with  both  of  his  ?  A.  Well,  I 
don't  remember  whether  he  used  both  hands  or  not,  Mr.  Tracy. 

♦  See  •*  Exhibit  No.  57,"  p.  471,  ante. 
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Q.  Ton  remember  that  he  shook  hands  ?    A.  Yes,  I  remember  tnat. 

Q.  Haven't  you  said  that  he  took  Mr.  Beecher's  hand  in  both  of  his,  and 
shook  it  heartily  and  expressed  his  profound  I'egret  and  sympathy  ?  A.  I 
don't  know  that  I  ever  have. 

Q.  Didn't  you  tell  the  Rev.  Mr.  Halliday  so  at  your  house  soon  after  this 
Woodhuli  publication  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  that  1  did. 

Q.  Will  you  say  that  you  did  not  ?  A,  If  I  had  any  recollection  about  it 
I  would  make  the  statement  according  to  my  recollection,  but  I  have  not. 

Q.  You  mean  by  that  that  you  have  no  recollection  on  the  subject  ?  A. 
As  to  whether  I  told  Mr.  Halliday  or  not,  as  to  whether  your  question : — that 
is  it,  sir. 

Mr.  Fnllerton, — That  is  it  ?    A  Yes,  sir;  that  is  the  way. 

Q.  Now,  do  you  not  know  that  Mr.  Tilton  was  unwilling  to  make  any 
other  reply  to  the  Woodhuli  statement  than  that  which  was  contained  in  the 
**  True  Story  "  ?    A.  That  he  was  unwilling  to  make  any  other  reply  ? 

Q.  Ye8.     A.  No;  if  you  will  allow  me  to  explain 

Q.  No,  answer  my  question ;  do  you  not  know  that  fact  ?  A.  That  he  was 
unwilling  ?  I  could  not  say  that  I  did  know  tfiat  he  was  unwilling  to  make 
any  other  statement,  sir. 

Q.  Was  he  not  willing  to  make  a  statement  which  should  exonerate  his 
wife  from  the  charge  of  adultery,  but  which  should,  at  the  same  time,  put 
Mr.  Beecher  in  the  position  of  having  solicited  it  ? 

The  Witnens, — ^Will  the  stenographer  read  that  question  ? 

[Question  read  by  the  stenographer.] 

A.  I  don't  think  I  could  say  yes  or  no  to  that  question,  and  answer  it 
positively.  He  was  willing  to  clear  his  wife,  but  I  don't  remember  that  he 
was  willing  to  put  Mr.  Beecher  in  the  position  of  having  solicited.  I  don't 
think 

Q.  You  remember  that  he  was  willing  to  make  a  statement  which  should 
exonerate  his  wife  from  the  charge  of  adultery  ?  A.  He  seemed  to  be  always 
willing  to  do  that  at  any  time. 

Q.  Make  a  public  statement  which  should  declare  that  she  was  not  guilty 
of  adultery?  A.  I  don't  know  whether  a  public  statement  or  not;  he  was 
willing  to  make  a  statement. 

Q.  Well,  do  you  know  that  that  statement  of  his  called  the  "True 
Story,"  do  you  not  know  that  it  was  prepared  by  him  with  a  view  to  publi- 
cation ?  A  Yes,  sir ;  I  think  Mr.  Tracy,  if  you  will  allow  me,  I  think  I  can 
answer  your 

Mr,  Tracy, — ^You  have  answered  my  question ;  at  least,  I  accept  it  as  a 
full  answer. 

Mr.  Beach. — No,  sir;  if  he  wants  to  add  anything  to  it  to  qualify  it  or 
explain  it 

Mr.  Tracy, — ^That  depends  on  what  it  is. 

Mr.  Beach, — ^Theu  you  had  better  hear  it. 

The  Witneu. — I  have  a  recollection  of  an  interview— — 

Mr.  Tracy, — Now,  I  have  not  called  on  you  for  an  interview ;  I  have  asked 
a  simple  question,  whether  that  statement  was  prepared  by  Mr.  Tilton  with  a 
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view  to  publication.     He  says  it  ^'as.    I  submit  that  is  an  answer  to  the 
question. 

Mr,  Beach, — ^If  the  witness  wishes  to  change  that  question,  or  correct  an 
answer  which  he  has  made  inaccurately ^to  a  previous  question,  he  has  a  right 
to  correct  it. 

Mr,  Trcici/. — Oh !  .if  he  has  made  a  mistake 

The  Witness, — My  only  purpose  was  to  give  a  full  statement  of  the  tmth. 
My  <  nly  purpose  was  to  tcli  the  truth  fully  about  it ;  that  is  ail  the  thought 
that  was  in  nw  mind. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  objection  which  the  counsel  made  was  that  you 
seemed  to  be  proceeding  to  refer  to  some  other  occasion  about  which  he  had 
not  inquired. 

The  Witriess, — I  will  tell  your  Honor  precisely  what  I  wanted  to  do 

Mr,  Evarts. — Well,  I  submit  that  our  first  duty  is  with  this  question.  The 
point  is  this ;  not  that  it  is  permissible  for  the  witness  to  explain ;  that  we 
u..derRtund;  but  it  does  not  form  a  part  of  our  cross-examination.  When  he 
h:ts  fully  answered  the  question  put  to  him,  it  is  for  the  other  side  to  take  up 
the  examination. 

Mr.  Beach. — Suppose  he  vishes  to  correct  a  matter 

Mr.  Evarts, — That  is  another  matter. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  could  correct,  but  he  could  not  refer  to  another  and 
independent  occasion. 

The  Witness. — No,  sir.  Mr.  Tracy  asks  me  wliether  Mr.  Tilton  was  not 
willing  to  make  a  statement  which  should  clear  his  wife  and  yet  leave  Mr. 
Beechcr  subject  to  the  imputation  of  having  improperly  solicited.  Now,  I 
answered  that  question  as  well  as  I  could ;  but  I  remember  an  interview  between 
Mr.  Beecher  and  Mr.  Tilton  in  which  Mr.  Tilton  was  perfectly  willing  that 
Mr.  Beecher  should  take  the  responsibility  of  denying,  and  the  cards  were 
prepared  for  that  purpose. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  an  occasion  as  to  which  he  had  inquired. 

The  Witness. — I  understood  his  question  to  cover  all  occasions  that  I 
knew  of. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Oh  !  no. 

The  Witness. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — There  is  no  question  about  what  Mr.  Tilton  was  willing  to 
do.  He  is  answering  to  what  Mr.  Tilton  was  willing  Mr.  Beecher  should  do. 
My  question  was,  what  statement  Tilton  was  willing  to  make. 

The  Witness. — If  you  will  allow  the  stenographer  to  read  the  question. 

[The  stenographer  read  the  question.] 

The  Witness. — Now,  your  Honor,  at  the  time  that  the  publication  of  the 
statement  was  talked  about,  there  was  this  interview  that  I  have  a  recollec- 
tion of,  or  an  impression  concerning,  and  at  which  Mr.  Tilton  was  perfectly 
willing  that  his  wife 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^I  object.  1  have  not  asked  him  what  he  was  willing 
Beecher  sliould  do.  I  have  asked  the  simple  question,  whether  Mr.  Til- 
ton was  unwilling  to  make  any  statement  himself  except  one,  which,  while 
it  exonerated  his  wife,  put  Mr.  Beecher  in  the  position  of  having  solicited  her. 


Jan.  35,  1875.]  OBOSSrEXAMINATION.  718 

JuDOB  Neelson. — But '  your  question  docs  not  point  to  any  particular 
occasion;  and,  therefore,  I  think  wc  will  take  the  answer,  and  see  what 
it  is. 

Mr,  Tracy, — Excuse  me  a  moment;  the  witness  is  not  proceeding  to 
answer  my  question  as  to  what  statement  Mr.  Tilton  was  w  illing  to  make ;  but 
he  is  proceeding  to  state  what  Mr.  Tilton  said  he  was  willing  Mr.  Beecher 
should  do. 

The  Witnesi, — They  were  then  discussing  the  publicatiou  of  the  state- 
ment, your  Honor. 

Mr,  Tracy, — My  (juestion  is  this:  What  statement  was  Mr.  Tilton  willing 
to  make  ? 

Judge  Neilpon. — Now,  can  you  answer  that  more  fully  than  you  have — 
what  statement  Mr.  Tilton  was  willing  to  make  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton  had  pre- 
pared the  statement  to  which  I  have  referred,  called  th;3  **  True  Story,"  I  think 
that  was;  and  he  was  perfectly  willing  to  forego  the  publication  of  it,  and 
leave  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mrs.  Tilton  to  deny.  Your  Honor,  that  is  what  I 
want 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^I  did  not  ask  that. 

Judge  Nbilson. — I  think  that  is  embraced  in  the  questicm. 

Mr.  Tracy, — ^Your  Honor  will  note  my  objection.  I  object  to  the  last  part 
of  the  answer,  what  he  was  willing  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mrs.  Tilton  should  do, 
as  not  responsive  to  my  question. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don*t  think  that  bears  upon  it. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  the  publication  of  Mr.  Tilton's  letter  to  **  A  Com- 
plaining Friend  "  ?    A.  I  remember  of  such  a  publication ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  know  of  it  before  it  was  published  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Mr,  Morris. — That  has  all  been  gone  over  before. 

Mr,  Tracy. — I  don't  remember  that  it  has. 

Q.  He  published  that  without  your  knowledge?  A.  Yes,  sir;  he  pub- 
lished it  without  my  knowledge. 

Q.  Did  not  that  bring  on  what  was  known  as  another  emergency  in  this 
case— the  publication  of  that  card  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  now  whether  it  did 
or  not ;  I  don't  think  it  did  bring  on  another  emergency. 

Q.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Beecher  about  it  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  I  had  an  interview 
with  him  about  it. 

Q.  A  consultation  t    A.  It  was  an  interview ;  it  was  talked  about. 

Q.  Did  you  still  advise  silence,  notwithstanding  that  publication  ?  A.  I 
thought  no  reply  was  necessary. 

Q.  Didn't  Mr.  Beecher  think  that  a  reply  was  necessary— that  Tilton 
having  spoken  in  this  letter  to  *' A  Complaining  Friend,"  didn't  Mr.  Beecher 
then  think  that  a  reply  was  necessary  ?    A.  I  think  not. 

Q.  You  think  not  ?    A.  I  think  not. 

Q.  You  know  you  adviped  against  it  ?  A.  I  adhered  to  the  policy  of 
silence,  after  a  full  consideration  of  all  the  interests  that  were  involved. 

Q.  Don't  you  remember  that  you  and  Mr.  Beecher  had  an  interview  on 
the  subject  of  that  publicati(m,  when  Mr.  Beecher  told  you  that  he  thought 
that  letter  made  it  necessary  for  him  to  deny  that  statement  ?    A.  No,  sir. 
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Q.  You  don^t  remember  that  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  And  that  you  advised  silence  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  of  having  seen  in  Mr.  Beccher^s  hands,  about  that 
time,  a  note  addressed  to  you  containing  a  denial  of  the  WoodbuU  charge, 
for  publication  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  do  not  remember  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Never  saw  it  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  ever  saw  such  a  paper. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Beecher  tell  you  he  had  prepared  one  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect 
that  he  ever  did;  I  don't  think  he  did. 

Q.  [Handing  paper  to  witness.]  Now,  sir,  I  hand  you  that,  and  ask  you 
if,  after  the  publication  of  the  letter  to  a  **  Complaining  Friend,"  Mr. 
Beecher  did  not  present  you  that  and  consult  with  you  in  regard  to  the  pro- 
priety of  its  publication  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  think  I  ever  saw  that  letter  in 
my  life;  I  don't  think  I  ever  did. 

Q.  Turn  over  and  see  the  card  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  think  this  is  the  card  that 
Mr.  Tilton — I  never  saw  it — I  think  that  is  the  card  Mr.  Tilton  was  willing 

Mr,  EvarU. — You  say  never  saw  it;  that  is  enough. 

The  Witness, — I  beg  your  pardon. 

Mr.  EvarU, — Did  you  see  it  ?    A.  I  never  saw  it. 

[Paper  marked  for  indentification  ** Exhibit  D,  41."] 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Let  me  see  that  paper. 

Mr.  Evnrts. — It  is  not  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Fullerton.—l  ask  to  see  that  paper. 

Judge  Nbilson. — You  will  wait  until  it  is  put  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  beg  your  pardon ;  I  am  not  compelled  to  wait  until  that 
time;  we  are  entitled  to  see  it  now;  it  has  been  placed  in  the  hands  of  the 
witness,  and  he  has  been  asked  a  question  in  regard  to  it.  That  entitles  us 
to  look  at  it. 

Judge  Nkilson. — [To  Mr.  Evarts.]  Is  there  any  objection  to  showing  it 
to  them  ? 

Mr.  Evarts, — As  a  matter  of  private  gratification  to  the  counsel  we  will 
permit  him  to  look  at  it;  we  will  be  very  courteous.  But,  in  regular  course 
of  proceedings,  it  seems  to  us  plain,  it  is  a  paper  they  are  not  entitled  to  see 
until  we  put  it  in  evidence. 

Judge  Nbilson. — I  think  you  can  hold  it  until  you  offer  it  in  evidence, 
the  witness  not  having  said  as  yet  that  he  saw  it. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  therefore  have  no  right  to  offer  it  in  evidence  ? 

Judge  Neilbon. — No,  sir. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — But  I  have  a  right,  on  the  re-direct  examination,  to  call 
the  attention  of  the  witness  to  the  paper. 

Mr.  Evarts. — No  doubt. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — ^Then  I  have  a  right  to  look  at  it. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Then  you  will  have. 

Judge  Neilson. — Then  you  agree,  gentlemen. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — We  do  not  agree,  if  your  Honor  please.  We  agree  that  I 
have  a  right  to  see  it  before  I  re-examine  the  witness.  I  claim  that  I  have  a 
right  to  see  it  now.     They  say  I  have  a  right  to  see  it  then. 
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JtJDGB  Nbelson. — ^You  would  have  a  right  to  see  it,  if  the  witness  hod 
made  the  material  answer  that  he  saw  it. 

Mr.  Fulierton, — But  they  do  claim  that  the  answer  he  made  is  material, 
but  he  never  3aw  it  before. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — We  do  not.  We  would  be  very  glad  to  put  it  in  evidence, 
but  oyr  diflBculty  is.  we  have  no  ripht  to  do  so. 

Judge  Neilson, — When  he  (Mr.  Fulierton)  calls  attention  to  it  on  the 
re-dirnct,  he  will  have  a  right  to  see  it. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  don't  offer  to  read  it.    We  would  be  glad  to  read  it  now. 

Mr.  Fulierton. — I  will  show  your  Honor  an  authority  as  proof  that  I  have 
a  right  to  see  it  now. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  may  be  that  you  are  right.  If  it  was  more  material 
perhaps  I  should  remember  the  rule  better. 

Q.  I  think  you  have  stated  that  you  remembered  the  publication  of  the 
Tilton  letter  to  Mr.  Bowen  of  January  Ist,  in  which  he  recites  Mr.  Bowen's 
charges  of  adultery  against  Mr.  Beecber.  That  was  published  in  a  Sunday 
newspaper  of  April  20,  1873,  was  it  not  ?*  A.  I  think  it  was  published  in 
The  Eagle — yes,  sir,  or  Sunday  Press.  I  didn't  see  it  in  The  Sunday  Press.  My 
recollection  is  I  saw  that  letter  published  in  The  Eagle.     I  will  see. 

Q.  It  is  The  OoUlen  Age  article,  which  was  publishad,  and  the  **  tripartite 
agreement,"  which  recited  the  letter  of  Mr.  Tilton  to  Mr.  Bowen,  writtou 
January  1st,  1871,  in  which  he  recites  the  charges  of  Jidultery  which  he 
(Bowen)  had  made  against  Beecher  at  the  interview  on  December  26  at  Mr. 
Bowen's  house  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  having  seen  all  this.  It  may  be  I  was 
told;  my  impression  is  I  was  told  of  it  in  The  Eagle.  It  strikes  me  I  was  out 
of  town  when  it  appeared,  but  I  was  told  of  the  publication  of  the  letter  of 
Mr.  Tilton  to  Mr.  Bowen  in  The  Eagle. 

Q.  Taken  from  a  Sunday  newspaper  ?  A.  I  don't  know  whether  I  was 
told  it  was  taken  from  a  Sunday  newspaper. 

Q.  But  didn't  you  learn  it  was  first  published  in  a  Sunday  newspaper  in 
Brooklyn  ?  A.  I  think  I  learned  that  subsequently.  The  point  I  learned 
was  that  this  letter  of  Mr.  Tilton  to  Mr.  Bowen  was  published,  and  I  saw 
Mr.  Bowen  about  it. 

Q.  That  was  its  first  publication  ?    A.  I  suppose  it  was. 

Q.  You  know  it  was  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  of  any  other  now. 

Q.  As  far  as  you  know,  it  was  ?  A.  That  is  all  that  I  recollect  about  it 
now ;  I  don't  think  it  was  published. 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  the  Press  got  hold  of  that  letter  ?    A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Did  you  have  anything  to  do  with  the  Press  getting  possession  of  that 
letter  to  publish  it  ?     A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  that  that  Oolden  Age  article  as  published,  when  first 
published  in  Brooklyn  was  published  from  a  copy  that  came  from  Mr. 
Tilton  ?    A.  I  don't  know  anything  about  that. 

Q.  That  was  given  by  him  to  John  W.  Harman  ?  A.  I  don't  know  that; 
no,  sir. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Tilton  ever  talk  with  you  about  how  it  came  to  be  published? 

♦  See  "  Exhibit  No.  3,"  p.  353,  anU. 
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A.  I  think  I  asked  him  how  it  came  to  be  published,  and  he  told  me  be  did 
not  know. 

Q.  I  did  not  ask  you  that;  he  told  you  he  did  not  know?  A.  Yes,  sir;  be 
told  mc  he  did  not  know. 

Q.  Did  you  ask  him  how  it  happened  that  anybody  got  hold  of  tbo  proof- 
sheets  of  that  article  that  were  struck  off  in  The  Oolden  Ayef  A.  I  asked  him 
about  that. 

Q.  How  did  he  account  for  it  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  how  he  accounted  for 
it;  he  didn't  know  anything  about  it;  my  recollection  is  he  will  probably  be 
able  to  tell  you  that. 

Q.  That  publication  brought  on  another  emergency  in  this  matter,  did  it 
not  ?    A.  It  was  talked  of. 

Q.  And  created  a  good  deal  of  excitement,  didn-t  it  ?    A.  I  believe  it  did. 

Q.  You  saw  Mr.  Beecher  at  once  about  it,  did  you  not  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I 
think  I  saw  Mr.  Beecher  about  it.     I  think  he  came  to  see  me  about  it. 

Q.  And  it  created  a  good  deal  of  excitement,  you  say  ?  This  publication 
of  the  letter  from  Mr.  Tilton  to  Mr.  Bowen,  reciting  Mr.  Bowen's  charges  of 
adultery  against  ^Er.  Beecher,  preceded  the  publication  of  the  tripartite  agree- 
ment, did  it  not  ?    A.  Yes,  sir,  it  preceded  it. 

Q.  Will  you  tell  us  how  long  it  was  after  you  first  learned  of  the  publica- 
tion of  this  letter  to  Mr.  Beecher,  or  before  Mr.  Beecher  had  promised  to  give 
Mr.  Tilton  $5,000?    A.  How  long  it  was  before  that  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir  ?  A.  When  was  the  $5,000  given  ?  .1  think  that  was  May  2d, 
was  it  not  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir;  May  2d,  1873  ?    A.  How  long  it  was  before  that  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir ;  how  long  the  publication  of  this  letter  of  Mr.  Tilton 's  to  Mr. 
Bowen,  reciting  Mr.  Bowen's  charges  of  adultery  against  Mr.  Beecher — ^how 
long  it  was  that  that  was  published  before  Mr.  Beecher  had  agreed  to  pay  you 
$5,000  for  the  use  of  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  That  was  published  April  20th,  and  he 
gave  me  the  $5,000  on  May  2d. 

Q.  When  did  he  agree  to  give  it  ?  A.  I  really  do  not  recollect  the  day 
when  he  agreed  to  give  it. 

Q.  How  long  do  you  think  it  was  after  this  publication  ?  A.  If  I  recol- 
lec^d  it  I  should  have  stated  it  to  you.  It  did  not  have  anything  to  do  with 
this  publication. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  did  not  ask  you  that.  That  we  will  argue  to  the  jury.  1 
move  that  that  be  stricken  out. 

JuwGE  Neilson. — Strike  that  out.  The  answer  of  the  witness  and  your 
[Mr.  Tracy's]  observation  both  go  out. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Do  you  remember  how  long  it  was  after  this  publication  that 
you  had  your  first  talk  with  Mr.  Beecher  about  money  for  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  I 
don't  think  it  was  after  it  at  all ;  at  the  present  moment  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  it  was  after  it  ?  A.  I  think  it  was  not 
after  it. 

Q.  You  think  it  was  not  after  it  ?  A.  I  think  not ;  I  can  not  fix  the  date. 
If  you  have  got  anything  that  will  fix  the  date  I  will  try  and  tell  you, 
General. 
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Q.  How  many  talks  did  yon  bave  with  Mr.  Beecher  about  the  $5,000  ? 
A.  I  hud  several. 

Q.  When  was  the  last  one  before  you  got  the  money  ?  A.  Immediately 
before  I  got  it,  on  the  road  down  to  the  bank. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Beecher  use  to  say  to  you  at  times  that  he  heard  that  Mr. 
Tilton  was  talking  privately  against  him  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  recollect  that 
he  did. 

Q.  You  never  recollect  any  such  interview  as  that  ?  A.  That  Mr.  Tilton 
was  talking  privately  against  him  ? — no,  sir. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  that  you  frequently  assured  Mr.  Beecher  that  the  re- 
ports that  he  heard  that  Mr.  Tilton  was  talking  about  him  were  untrue  ?  A. 
The  only  recollection  I  have  about  it  is  in  the  first  jwirt  of  1871,  just  be- 
fore the  Mrs.  Morse  letter  was  brought  to  me,  that  then  Mr.  Beecher  did  say 
something  about  it.     Since  then  I  don't  recollect  about  it. 

Q.  Didn't  you  often  say  that  you  would  investigate  such  rumors,  and 
make  reports  to  Mr.  Beecher  of  what  the  facts  were  ?  A.  I  don't — such 
rumors  in  connection  with  Mr.  Tilton's  name,  you  mean  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.      A.  There  were  rumors  that  people  were  talking  of. 

Q.  That  Mr.  Tilton  was  talking  a^inst  Mr.  Beecher  privately  ?  A.  No, 
sir;  I  don't  recollect  that. 

Q.  Or  that  he  was  talking  against  him?  A.  No,  sir;  that  others  were 
talking  against  him,  he  wrote  me  a  letter  once. 

Q.  The  question  was  about  Mr.  Tilton.  A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  recollect  that 
at  the  present  moment. 

Q.  You  don't  recollect  to  have  ever  undertaken  to  trace  up  those  reports, 
and  afterwards  reported  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  they  were  unfounded,  and  that 
your  investigation  had  shown  you  Mr.  Tilton  had  not  been  talking  about  him? 
A.  There  may  have  been  some  such  thing,  but  I  don't  recollect  it  at  present. 

Q.  [Handing  letter  to  witness.]  Will  you  look  at  that  letter  ?  A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  Is  that  your  writing  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  that  is  my  writing. 

Q.  Will  you  fix  the  date  of  it  ?  A.  I  will  try  to.  I  will  read  it  and  see. 
[To  Mr.  Tracy,  j     Can  you  read  one  word  here  in  this  letter,  Mr.  Tracy  ? 

Mr.  Triicy, — I  don't  think  I  could;  I  would  not  like  to  undertake  it.  It 
is  your  handwriting  isn't  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — But  he  wrote  it  for  Mr.  Beecher  to  read. 

Judge  Neilson. — Perhaps  the  stenographer  can  read  it. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Yes,  sir;  it  begins  **Dear  Friend; "  perhaps  we  can  read  it. 

The  Witness. — This  was  some  time,  I  suppose,  in  the  Greeley  campaign  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  suppose  so. 

The  Witness. — I  can  not  read  the  whole  context. 

Mr.  Sheannan, — [Reading]: 

"  Deau  Friend:  T.'s  statement  out  of  which  Cleveland  has  tried  to  make 
mischief,  was  based  upon  your  remark  at  our  table  that  you  would  cease  to  be 
editor  of  The  Christian  Union  when  it  condescended  to  personal  attacks  on  Mr. 
Greeley. 

"  His  remark  was:  '  Mr.  B.  will  cease  to  be  editor  when  the  paper  personally 
attacks  G.'    C.  said,  '  What  do  you  mean  by  that  7'    I  replied  your  chief  knows. 
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"  You  may  rest  assured  tliat  any  story  hereafter  brought  to  you  representing 
'I".  In  any  other  tlian  a  friendly  spirit  toward  you  is  a  misrepresentation  ormia- 
apprehension,  and  I  want  you  to  treat  it  accordingly;  then  no  mischief  can  be 
done.     Cleveland  tried  lo  pump  Thtodore  and  also  yourself. 

"  I  hope  you  have  left  no  impression  unfriendly  to  T.  on  C.'s  mind. 

"Now,  again,  all  is  right,  and  I  pray  God  that  it  may  remain  so.  Right 
everywhere.  Yours,  F.  D.  M. 

•'  You  can  readily  understand  how  ('.  gave  to  T's  statement  the  coloring  of 
the  floating  stories, 

[Letter  marked  -  Exhibit  1>.  42."] 

The  Witneiis. — I  think  I  can  fix  the  date  of  it. 

Q.  Who  are  C.  and  T.  ?  A.  Cleveland  and  Tilton.  I  will  try  to  fix  the 
date  for  you  as  near  as  I  can. 

Q.  When  do  you  t'uink  it  was  ?  A.  I  think  it  was  on  the  evening  Mr.  Til- 
ton  made  his  speech  at  the  Academy  of  Music  in  favor  of  Greeley,  because  Mr, 
Beecher  and  Mr.  Tiltou  were  both  with  me  dining  with  some  friends,  and  I 
think  it  was  about  that  time. 

Q.  That  was  the  time  the  conversation  of  Mr,  Beecher  occurred  ?  A.  Pre- 
cisely so ;  it  was  a  short  time  after  that. 

Q.  That  was  entirely  a  friendly  dinner,  was  it  not?  A.  It  seemed 
to  be. 

Q.  The  company  understood  at  that  dinner  that  Mr.  Beecher  was  for  Mr. 
Grant,  and  Mr.  Tilton  was  for  Mr.  Gretjley  ?    A.  I  think  they  did ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  it  was  a  friendly  dinner  and  a  friendly  talk  ?    A.  Seemed  to  be. 

Q.  But  the  occasion  of  writing  this  letter  was  sometime  after  that  ?  A. 
Not  a  great  while;  1  don^t  fix  it  as  the  beginning  of  the  reason  for  the  letter. 

Q.  Was  that  the  only  instance  where  you  had  followed  up  reports  that  had 
reached  Mr.  Beecher  of  Mr.  Til  ton's  unfriendly  remarks,  and  assured  him 
that  his  information  was  entirely  a  mistake,  and  that  Mr.  Tilton  was  entirely 
friendly  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  object  to  the  form  of  that  statement.  He  asks  if  that  is 
the  only  instauce  of  that  kind.     That  is  not  an  instance  of  that  kind. 

Jfr.  T^racy. —Certainly  it  is,  if  there  is  anything  in  the  letter. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  he  may  answer  that. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — It  is  a  misconstruction  of  the  letter. 

The  Witnesit, — Will  the  stenographer  read  the  question  ? 

[The  stenographer  read  the  question.] 

The  Witness. — I  don't  recollect. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  mean  you  don't  remember  any  other  occasion  ?  A. 
I  don't  remember  any  other  question,  and  don't  recollect  this  until  it  was 
brought  to  my  attention. 

Mr.  T'racy. — You  have  spoken  of  seeing  in  Mr.  Beecher's  hands  what  you 
called  his  resignation  on  the  evening  of  the  31st  of  May,  in  your  house  t^  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  was  Saturday  evening,  was  it  not  ?  A.  I  think  that  was  the 
evening  I  saw  it. 

Q.  81st  of  May,  1873?  A.  I  think  that  was  the  evening  I  saw  the 
resignation. 

*  See  bottom  of  p.  400,  aniU. 
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Q.  And  it  \%as  the  next  day  that  you  received  the  letter  that  has  been 
•^iven  in  evidence,  dated  June  Ist,  1873  ?  A.  I  received  a  letter  dated  June 
ist,  1873.* 

Q.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Tiltou  on  that  Sunday  ?  A.  I  think  very  likely  he 
was  at  the  house;  yes,  sir;  I  believe  he  was  at  the  house. 

Q.  What  time  did  he  come  there  ?    A.  In  the  afternoon,  I  think. 

Q.  How  late  in  the  afternoon  ?  A.  I  don^t  know ;  somewhere  about  from 
twelve  to  three;  about  dinner  time. 

Q.  What  time  of  day  did  you  receive  this  letter  from  >Ir.  Beecber,  do 
you  know  ?    A.  In  the  morning  early. 

Q.  How  early  ?    A.  Before  I  was  up. 

Q.  Does  it  always  follow  that  that  is  early  on  Sunday  morning  ?  A.  Not 
always;  but  it  wus  about  nine  o'clock,  I  should  think,  I  got  the  letter;  it  was 
before  half-past  ten;  if  you  want  me  to  fix  it,  I  will  be  able  to  fix  it 
accurately. 

Q.  Did  you  answer  that  letter  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  time  of  day  did  you  answer  it  ?    A.  Right  away,  sir;  in  bed. 

Q.  You  answered  it  in  bed,  you  think  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  my  wife  brought 
me  tlie  paper  to  answer  it  with ;  I  think  I  recollect  that. 

Mr.  Evarts, — The  details  are  unimportant,  what  your  wife  did  or  didn*t 
do. 

The  Witness, — ^Your  instructions  to  me,  Mr.  Evarts,  have  seemed  to  be  so 
peculiar  to  the  truth  itself,  that  I  beg  pardon  for  trying  to  tell  all  the  truth. 

Mr,  Tracy. — [Handing  letter  to  witness.]  Is  the  letter  now  presented  to 
you  your  answer  to  Mr.  Beecher*s  letter  of  Sunday  morning,  June  1st,  1878  ? 

Mr,  Shearman. — You  are  satisfied  that  is  your  handwriting  ?  A.  Yes, 
sir;  I  am  satisfied  it  is  my  letter,  with  the  exception  of  the  words  that  are 
underlined;  I  don^t  know  that  that  makes  much  difference;  I  don't  think  I 
underlined  it. 

Mr.  Evarts. — ^You  mean  the  underscoring  ?  A.  Yes  sir;  the  underscoring 
may  not  be  mine;  the  letter  is  mine  with  that  exception.  Can  you  tell,  Mr. 
Shearman,  whether  that  underscoring  is  mine  or  not  ? 

Mr.  Shearman, — Yes,  if  you  want  me  to  tell  you. 

Mr.  Beach, — He  can  not  tell  you  that. 

Mr.  Evarts. — It  is  presumptively  your  unde*'scoring,  and  that  erasing  is 
yours,  is  it  not  ?  A.  I  didn't  say  that.  [The  witness  refers  again  to  the 
letter.]     Yes,  sir,  I  think  that  was  the  beginning  of  the  letter. 

Q.  And  you  yourself  crossed  it  out  and  wrote  the  rest  ?  A.  1  think  very 
likely  I  did.     I  don't  remember  scratching  it  out. 

Mr,  Evarts. — I  will  begin  the  letter,  as  you  did,  with  the  part  that  is 
scratched  out  first.  « 

"  My  Dear  Friend  :  You  know  I  have  never  been  in  sympathy  with  the 
mood  out  of  yfhich  you  have  often  spoken  as  you  have  written  this  morning.  If 
the  truth  must  be  spoken,  let  it  be.  1  know  you  can  stand  if  the  whole  case  was 
published  to-morrow  and  in  my  opinion  it  shows  a  selfish  faith  in  God  to " 

And  then  the  writer  stops  and  erases  and  begins  again. 

Mr.  Sh(  innan. — I  beg  your  pardon,  if  your  Honor  please.    As  this  letter 

•  See  "  Exhibit  No.  26/'  p.  402,  ante. 
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was  originally  published,  it  was  published  correctly,  but  in  re-publishing  it  in 

this  book,  there  seems  to  be  an  erasure,  and  I  am  afraid  Mr.  Evarts  can  not 

read  this  writing,  and  I  will  therefore  read  it.     [Reading.] 

*  Sunday,  June  1,  '73. 
*'My  Dear  FRfKND:     You  know  I  have  never  been  in  sympathy  with  the 
niooil  out  of  which  you  have  often  spoken  an  you  have  written  this  morning.     If 
the  truth  must  be  spoken,  let  it  be.     I  know  you  can  stuud  if  the  wliole  case  was 
published  to-morrow  and  in  my  opinion  it  shows  u  selfish  faith  in  God  to " 

Mr.  Evarts. — The  rest  is  right. 

J/r.  Sf tear  man. — The  rest  is  right. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Then  he  begins: 

"  Sunday,  June  1,  '73. 

"  My  Deah  Friend:  Your  letter  makes  this  first  Sabbath  of  summer  dark 
and  cold  like  a  vault.  You  have  never  iuppired  me  with  courage  or  hope,  and 
if  I  had  listened  to  you  alone,  my  hands  would  have  dropped  helpless  long  ago — 
You  don't  begin  to  be  in  the  danger  to  day,  that  has  faced  you  many  times  be- 
fore— If  you  look  it  Bquure  in  the  eyes,  it  will  cower  and  slink  away  agfdn.  You 
know  that  I  have  never  been  in  nympathy  with,  but  that  I  absolutely  abhor,  the 
unmanly  mood  out  »)f  which  your  letter  of  this  morning  came — This  mood  is  a 
reservoir  of  mildew.  You  can  stand,  if  the  (jDhole  case  were  published  to-morrow — 
In  my  opinion  it  shows  only  a  selfish  faith  in  Qod  to  ^o  whining' into  heaven,  if 
you  could,  with  a  truth  that  you  are  not  courageous  enough,  with  iiod's  help 
and  faith  in  God,  to  try  to  live  on  earth. 

"  You  know  that  I  love  you,  and  because  I  do,  I  shall  try  and  try  and  try  as 
in  the  past. 

"  You  are  mistaken  when  you  say  that  "  Theodore  charges  you  with  making 
him  appear  as  one  graciously  pardoned  by  you."  He  said  the  form  in  which  it 
was  publishevl  in  some  of  the  papers  made  it  so  appear — and  it  was  from  this 
that  he  asked  relief — I  do  not  think  it  impossible  to  frame  a  letter  which  will 
cover  the  case. — May  God  bles.s  you,  I  know  he  will  protect  you. 

**  Yours,  Frank." 

[Letter  marked  "Exhibit  D.  43."] 

Mr.  Tracy. — Now,  just  previous  to  June  Ist,  the  ** tripartite  agreement*^ 
had  been  published,  had  it  not?     A.  Exactly;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Wlicn  was  it  published  ?  A.  Published,  I  think,  on  the  80th  or  29th 
of  May— the  30th  of  May.     [See  p.  396,  anU.] 

Q.  On  tiie  next  day,  June  2d,  you  got  Mr.  Beecher  to  publish  the  Oxrd  which 
has  been  put  in  evidence,  exonerating  Mr.  Tilton  from  the  suspicion  of  being  the 
author  of  Mr.  Bo  wen's  charge,  <Hd  you  not  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I  said  that. 
On  Sunday  night  I  submitted  to  Mr.  Beecher  a  card,  the  substance  of  which 
he  published  the  next  day  in  Tlie  EagU.  [See  *'  Exhibit  No.  27,"  p.  404,  ante.] 

Q.  That  was  June  2d  ?    A,  Yes,  sir;  that  was  June  2d ;  there  is  the  originaL 

Q.  And  which  has  been  given  in  evidence  here  ?    A.  No,  sir;  it  has  not 

Mr.  Morris.  No ;  the  one  that  was  admitted  was  not.  Here  it  is.  [Hand- 
ing a  paper  to  Mr.  Tracy,  j 

Mr.  Eoarts. — We  do  not  allude  to  anything  not  in  evidence.  There  wa§ 
something  publislied. 

Q.  When  was  the  card  that  was  published  agreed  upon  ?  A.  Sonday 
night,  I  believe. 

Q.  Sunday  night?     A.   Sunday  night;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  card  that  was  published  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.   Where  was  that  agreed  ui)on  i     A.  In  my  study,  I  think. 

Q.  Mr.  Beecher's  thieat  to  resign  led  Mr.  Tilton,  did  it  not,  to  forego  the 
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publication  of  the  card  which  he  had  threatened  to  pablish  on  Saturday  t  A. 
No,  sir ;  I  don't  think  it  had  anything  to  do  with  it. 

Q.  He  didn't  publish  it,  did  he  ?  A.  He  was  going  to  publish  it  on  Mon- 
day.    He  was  not  going  to  publish  it  on  Saturday. 

Q.  The  card  he  was  going  to  publish  on  Saturday,  he  didn't  publish  it, 
did  he  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  the  interview  between  you  and  Mr.  Tilton  when  you  first 
were  informed  that  he  intended  to  publish  that  card  ?  A.  Saturday  morn- 
ing, 1  think. 

Q.  When  did  you  learn  that  he  had  given  up  publishing  that  card  ?  A. 
I  think  it  was  Sunday  afternoon;  I  didn't  understand  that  he  had  given  up 
publishing  the  card,  if  you  please. 

Q.  I  ask  you  when  you  did  learn  it  ?  If  it  was  not  Sunday  afternoon, 
when  was  it  ?    A.  Monday. 

Q.  You  learned  on  Monday  he  did  not  intend  to  publish  that  card  ?  A« 
Yes,  sir,  I  think  it  was  Monday. 

Q.  And  was  not  that  after  Mr.  Bpecher's  threats  to  resign  ?  A.  That  was 
after  Mr.  Beecher's  threats  to  resign ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  after  you  had  communicuted  that  threat  to  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  I 
think  it  was;  yes,  sir.    I  will  tell  you  about  the  card  if  you  want  me  to. 

Q.  Now,  I  ask  you  this  question:  was  the  card  which  was  published  on 
January  2nd  prepared  by  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  I  think  the  original  draft  of  it 
was;  yes,  sir — not  as  published ;  it  was  published  with  an  alteration  from 
that  original  draft,  bat  the  draft  which  Mr.  Tilton  prepared  I  submitted  to 
Mr.  Beecher,  and  he  made  one  to  suit  himself,  which  was  substantially  that 
card. 

Q.  Now,  the  card  that  you  say  you  dictated  to  Mr.  Carpenter  after  the 
Bacon  Letter,  did  you  dictate  that  from  any  paper  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Had  it  been  reduced  to  writing  previous  to  your  dictating  it  ?  A. 
Never. 

Q.  Where  did  you  dictate  it  ?  A.  I  think  it  was  at  Delmonico's ;  in  the 
front  room,  on  the  second  or  third  floor  of  Delmonico's. 

Q.  Were  you  dining  there  together  ?  Which  Delmonico  ?  A.  Chambers 
street.     No,  I  did  not  get  there  in  time  to  dine,  I  recollect  that. 

Q.  What  time  was  it  ?    A.  It  was  in  the  afternoon. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Who  were  together  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton,  Mr.  Carpenter,  and 
myself  were  together. 

Mr,  Tracy. — ^Mr.  Tilton,  yourself,  and  Mr.  Carpenter  were  together  at  the 
time  that  card  was  dictated  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  there  for  the  purpose  of  a  meal  ?  A.  I  came  up  there  to  get 
my  dinner.     Dinner  was  over.     I  promised  to  go  there  to  dine. 

Q.  Did  the  two  come  with  you  ?    A.  No,  sir,  they  were  there  before  me. 

Q.  They  had  had  their  dinner  ?    A.  Yes  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  to  meet  them  at  dinner  ?    A.  I  beheve  I  was. 

Q.  You  met  there  in  pursuance  of  an  appointment,  you  being  too  late  for 
dinner?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  believe  so.  . 

Q.  And  was  this  card,  which  you  proposed  to  be  published,  or  this  state- 
I.— 46 
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• 

ment  which  you  proposed  Mr.  Beecher  should  publish,  in  reply  to  the  Bacon 
letter  ?  A.  In  answer  to  the  Bacon  letter  ?  No,  I  did  not  propose  he  should 
publish  it — to  speak  it  from  his  platform. 

Mr.  Traaj. — That  is  what  I  call  publishing. 

The  Witness — Yes,  sir.  '   • 

Mr.  Tracy, — That  was  prepared  at  Delmonico's,  Mr.  Tilton,  you  and  Mr. 
Carpenter  being  present  ?  A.  Tes,  sir ;  I  dictated  it.  All  the  dictation  ia 
mine ;  every  word  of  it. 

Q.  How  many  interviews  had  you  had  with  Mr.  Tilton  after  the  publica- 
tion of  the  Bacon  letter,  and  before  you  dictated  this  card  ?    A.  Not  many. 

Q.  How  many  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect.  What  is  the  date  of  the  publica- 
tion of  the  Bacon  letter  ? 

Q.  June  25th,  I  believe.  A.  What  day  of  the  week  was  it  ?  This  was 
Friday.  I  think  Mr.  Beecher  was  to  have  a  prayer  meeting  that  night;  that 
is  one  way  I  fix  this,  and  I  think  it  was  the  week  of  the  publication  of  the 
Bac(m  letter;  I  think  so. 

Q.  Do  you  know  what  day  The  Golden  Age  goes  to  press  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I 
don't  remember  the  day ;  I  don't  remember  that,  but  my  impression  is  that  it 
was  Friday  of  the  week  of  the  publication  of  the  article  in  The  Oolden  Age. 

Q.  You  saw  it  in  the  morning  papers  on  Thursday  morning  ?  A.  I  don't 
recollect  what  day  it  was. 

Q.  Don't  you  recollect  The  Golden  Age  went  to  press  on  Wednesday  night  ? 
A.  I  don't  know  that. 

Q.  And  was  distributed  on  Wednesday  night  ?  A.  I  saw  you  immediate- 
ly after,  and  you  can  fix 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  did  not  ask  you  that, 

Tlie  Witness. — ^I  only  suggest  how  I  can  fix  the  date.  I  want  to  fix  the 
date  accurately.  I  didn't  mean  to  make  any  fun  then,  Mr.  Tracy.  I  will  tell 
you  the  thought  that  was  in  my  mind. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^I  don't  want  that    You  do  very  well  when  you  answer  my 

questions. 

The  Witness. — I  would  like  to  state  exactly  what  I  had  in  my  mind. 

JuDOB  Neilson. — If  it  was  necessary.  We  assume  it  was  something 
proper,  of  course. 

The  Witness. — He  (Mr.  Tracy)  asked  me  to  fin  the  date,  and  I  wanted  to 
fix  it;  and,  if  your  Honor  will  allow  me,  I  will  state  how  I  wanted  to  fix  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  was  an  effort  on  your  part  to  fix  the  date  in  that  par- 
ticular way  ? 

The  Witness, — Precisely,  sir. 

AFTERNOON  SESSION, 

Francis  D.  Moulton  recalled,  and  the  cross-examination  resumed. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Have  you  seen  that  letter  before,  Mr.  Moulton  ?  [Handing 
witness  a  paper.]     A,  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  see  it  first  ?  A.  rl  think  in  the  latter  part  of  Decem- 
ber, 1872. 
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Q.  About  the  time  of  its  date  ?  A.  I  don't  think  it  is  dated.  Some- 
where in  the  neighborhood  of  the  letter  of  the  **  Complaining  Friend,"  sir. 

Q.  Was  it  before  or  after  the  publication  of  the  letter  to  the  **  Complain- 
ing Friend  ?"    A.  I  think  it  was  after,  sir. 

Q.  Where  did  you  get  that  letter;  how  did  it  come  to  you  ?  A.  I  think 
by  Mr.  Tilton's  hand. 

Q.  And  left  with  you  ?    A.   Fes,  sir. 

Q.  By  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  propose  to  offer  it  in  evidence,  your  Honor.  [Handing  the 
letter  to  plaintiff's  counsel.] 

Mr.  Beach, — We  have  no  objection. 

Mr,  Shearman, — [Reading.] 

"  Mr.  Moult&n :  "  Dec.  29,  1872. 

My  Dear  Friend  :  For  my  hasband's  sake  and  my  children's,  I  hereby 
testify  with  all  my  woman's  soul,  that  I  am  innocent  of  the  crime  of  impure 
condiict  allefi^«id  against  me.  I  have  been  to  my  husband  a  true  wife;  in  his 
love  I  wish  to  live  and  die.  My  early  affection  for  him  still  bums  with  its 
maiden  flame  ;  all  the  more  for  what  he  has  l)orne  for  my  nake,  both  public  and 
private  wrongs.  His  plan  to  keep  back  scandals  long  ago  threatened  against  me 
I  never  approved,  and  the  result  shows  it  unavailing;  but  few  would  have 
risked  so  much  as  he  has  sacrificed  for  others  ever  since  the  conspiracy  began 
against  him  two  years  ago. 

**  Having  had  power  to  strike  others,  he  has  forborne  to  use  it,  and  allowed  him- 
self to  be  injured  instead.  No  wound  is  so  great  to  me  as  the  imputation  that 
he  is  among  my  accusers.  I  bless  him  every  day  for  his  faith  in  me,  which 
swerves  not,  and  for  standing  r\iy  champion  against  all  my  accusers. 

[Letter  marked  **  Exhibit  D,*44."]  Elizabeth  R.  Tilton." 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  what  you  told  Mr.  Beecher,  Mr.  Tracy  advised  you 
in  regard  to  the  WoodhuU  scandal.  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Tracy 
advis«ed  you  to  deny  that  part  of  the  Woodhull  story  that  related  to  yourself, 
80  far  as  it  represented  you  to  be  an  actor  or  present  at  any  action  ?  A.  I 
don't  recollect,  sir,  whether  I  told  him  that  or  not. 

Q.  Mr.  Moulton,  have  you  a  portrait  of  Mr.  Beecher  hanging  in  your  house 
now  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  take  it  down  ?  A.  Some  little  time  ago ;  I  forget  how 
l^ng  ago;  after  I  got  William  Page's  portrait;  I  forget  how  long  ago  that  was, 

Q.  About  how  long  ago  ?    A.  Within  a  year,  I  should  think. 

Q.  Can't  you  give  it  nearer  than  that  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect,  sir;  I  know 
distinctly  when  it  was  done ;  that  is,  I  don't  remember  the  date,  but  I  know 
when  it  was  done  and  why. 

Q.  I  don't  ask  you  why ;  I  ask  you  now  for  the  time  ?  A.  I  can  not  fix 
the  time,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  say  you  took  it  down  when  you  got  .«ome  one  else's  portrait  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir;  I  didn't  have  any  room  for  William  Page's  portrait,  and  I  put 
William  Page's  portrait  in  Mr.  Beecher's  place. 

Q.  William  Page,  the  artist  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  Mr.  Beecher's  portrait  was  painted  by  Mr.  Pago  ?    A.  Yes,  sir 

Q.  Now,  can't  you  recollect  the  season  of  the  year  when  you  took  that 
down  ?  A.  I  really  can  not,  Mr.  Tracy.  I  would  tell  you  if  I  could.  It  is  not 
yery  long  ago,  not  very  long. 
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Q.  Was  it  three  months  ago  ?    A.  This  is 

Q.  January.    A.  January ;  yes. 

Q.  The  25th.  A.  Yes ;  December,  November,  October — ^I  should  think  it 
was  over  three  months  ago.     I  should  think  it  was. 

Q.  It  is  about  three  months  ago  t  A.  I  should  think  it  was  more  than 
three  months  ago. 

Q.  When  was  it  ?    A.  Within  the  year  sometime;  I  can't  tell  you. 

Q.  Oh  I  yes ;  when  was  it  ?    A.  I  can't  recollect. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  that  it  was  since  August  ?  A«  No ;  I  dont  know  that 
it  is  since  August. 

Q.  Don't  yon  know  that  it  is  since  your  statement  before  the  committee 
of  August  5th  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect,  sir,  that  it  was  since  then. 

Q.  Don't  you  know  that  that  portrait  hung  in  your  house,  Mr.  Moulton, 
after  you  made  your  statement  before  the  committee  of  August  5th,  in  your 
front  parlor  ?  A.  Now,  I  don't  recollect,  Mr.  Tracy ;  very  likely  it  did ;  I 
can  not  say ;  if  I  recollected  about  it,  I  would  tell  you. 

Q.  You  mean  to  say  that  you  don't  recollect  ?  A.  I  mean  to  say  that  I 
don't;  precisely ;  that  is  my  answer;  yes,  sir. 

Qr  How  long  had  it  hung  there  ?  A.  I  think  Mr.  Tilton  gave  me  that 
portrait,  sir 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  you  anything  about  that,  sir.  I  asked  you  how  long  it 
had  hung  there  ?    A.  I  was  trying  to  fix  the  date,  sir,  by  the  gift. 

Q.  Just  fix  the  date  in  your  own  mind  and  announce  it.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary that  you  should  think  so  everybody  can  hear  you  ?  A.  I  will  try  not 
to,  sir. 

Mr,  Morris, — It  is  not  necessary  that  counsel  should  assume  the  tone  he 
does,  quite. 

The  Witness, — ^I  think  that  portrait  was  given  to  me  by  Theodore  Tilton 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  you  that,  sir.  I  submit  now,  your  Honor,  that  that  is  not 
a  proper  answer.     A.  Well,  ask  me  the  question  again.  General. 

Q.  I  have  asked  you  twice. 

Judge  Neilson. — How  long  did  it  hang  there  in  your  parlor  ?  He  don't 
ask  the  precise  date ;  up  to  about  what  time  ?  A.  Yes,  sir.  I  understand 
now.     It  was  bung  there  in  the  latter  part  of  1871,  I  think,  sir;  I  think  so. 

Q.  And  it  continued  to  hang  there  from  that  time  until  it  was  removed, 
as  you  have  now  stated  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  was  Mr.  Tilton's  hanging  in  your  back  parlor  at  the  same  time  ? 
A.  Mr.  Tilton's  picture  hung  in  my  back  parlor;  in  the  dining-room,  sir,  over 
the  mantel-piece. 

Q.  And  Mr.  Beecher's  portrait  and  Mr.  Tilton's  portrait,  the  one  in  the 
front  parlor  and  the  other  in  the  back  parlor — were  they  the  two  leading  pic- 
tures in  your  house?  A.  No,  sir;  they  were  two  leading  pictures.  I  had 
three  portraits  of  Mr.  Page,  my  own  besides. 

Q.  Was  your  own  portrait  there  too  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  what  room  was  your  own  portrait  ?    A.  In  the  parlor. 

Q.  In  the  same  room  with  Mr.  Beecher's  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  stated  in  a  previous  part  of  your  examination  that  your  wife 
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bad  not  attended  communion  at  Plymouth  Chnrcli  recently.  That  commu- 
nion is  held  immediately  after  the  morning  service,  is  it  not  ?  A.  I  don^t 
recollect  about  that. 

Q.  You  don't  know  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  Didn't  you  at  (me  time  state  that  you  also  was  a  member  of  the  congre- 
gation at  Plymouth  Church  ?     A.  I  may  have  done  so;  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Well,  didn't  you  just  after  August  81,  the  next  day  after  that  meeting 
— didn't  you  publish  a  card  stating  that  you  were  a  member  of  Plymouth  con- 
gregation, and  as  such  had  a  right  to  be  there,  and  that  your  wife  was  a  mem- 
ber of  the  church  ?  A.  I  think  very  likely  I  did.  I  was  not  a  member  of 
any  other  congregation. 

Q.  No.     That  is  good  reasoning.     A.  Yes,  fair. 

Q.  And  did  you  state  that  your  wife  was  a  member  of  that  church  ?  A. 
Yes,  I  think  I  did.  If  you  will  allow  me,  Mr.  Tracy,  I  would  like  to  tell  you 
why  I  think  I  did. 

Q.  Well,  we  are  content  that  you  thoui^ht  so,  at  present?  A.  Well,  I 
have  reference  to  a  communication  that  I  made  after  the  meeting  in  Plymouth 
Church. 

Q.  So  have  I.  Now,  don't  you  know,  Mr.  Moulton,  that  your  habit  of 
lying  in  bed  late  on  Sunday  morning,  and  having  company  in  mid-day  at  din- 
ner on  Sundays,  has  prevented  your  wife  from  attending  the  morning  service 
at  Plymouth  Church  ?    A.  No;  I  don't  know  that. 

Q.  You  don't  know  that  ?     A.  No. 

Q.  You  know  that  she  had  not  attended  the  morning  service  usually,  do 
YOU  not?  A.  I  do  not  think  she  has  very  frequently,  sir,  attended  it  since 
1870. 

Q.  Has  she  not  attended  the  evening  service  ?  A.  Not  more  frequently 
than  the  morning,  I  think,  sir. 

Q.  Not  more  frequently  than  the  morning?  A.  No,  sir;  not  more 
frequently. 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  the  letter  that  you  wrote  to  Mr.  Beecher  on  August 
6,  in  reply  to  his  letter,  in  regard  to  his  demand  for  his  papers  in  your  pos- 
session. Now,  I  am  calling  your  attention  to  August  5,  at  the  time  that  that 
letter  was  written.     A.  Exactlj%  I  understand. 

Q.  In  which  you  say  you  will  confer  with  Mr.  Tilton  as  soon  as  possible. 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  write  Mr.  Tilton  on  the  same  subject  ?  A.  Right  immediately 
there,  sir. 

Q.  Right  there  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  put  it  ©n  record  at  once. 

Q.  And  Mr.  Tilton  present  at  the  time  you  wrote  him  ?  A.  I  do  not  re- 
collect whether  he  was  or  not,  sir,  when  I  wn^e  the  letter. 

Q.  You  say  he  wrote  the  letter  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  was  your  letter  to  him  written  at  the  same  time  ?  A.  Written 
right  away  after;  shortly  after,  I  mean,  by  right  after. 

Q.  Was  not  he  present,  and  did  not  he  answer  your  letter  right  there  ? 
A.  He  answered  my  letter  that  same  day,  whether  it  was  right  there  or  not. 

Q.  Did  he  draw  his  answer  right  in  your  study  ?    A.  I  do  not  recollect 
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whether  he  drew  his  answer  right  in  my  study,  or  not.      My  irapress:^:  is 
that  he  did. 

Q.  Did  he  draft  your  letter  to  him,  or  did  you  draft  it  ?  A.  I  think  I 
drafted  it. 

Q.  Have  you  froi  the  draft  ?    A.  I  think  I  have. 

Mr,  Tracy. — [To  plaintiff's  counsel.]    I  would  like  yon  to  produce  that. 

Mr.  Morris, — ^We  have  not  got  it. 

Mr.  Efxvrts. — Will  the  witness  look  among  his  papers  ? 

The  Witness. — ^I  will;  I  will  try  and  find  it,  Mr.  Evarts. 

Mr.  Tracy. — We  would  like  it  now. 

The  WitnesM. — I  do  not  know  whether  it  is  amongst  those  papers  now. 
That  is  the  reason  I  spoke.  I  thought  Mr.  Evarts  alluded  to  mj  trying  to 
find  it  elsewhere. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Will  you  say,  as  a  matter  of  recollection,  that  Mr.  Tilton  did 
not  draft  your  letter  to  him,  and  make  his  reply  to  you  in  the  same  room  and 
before  you  separated  that  evening  ?  A.  He  did  not  draft  that  letter;  my  re- 
collection is  that  he  did  not  draft  tha'.,  sir;  I  drafted  that. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — This  reminds  me,  if  your  Honor  please,  that  I  ought  to 
make  a  correction  of  something  I  said  before  the  recess,  which  I  did  not 
learn  antil  the  recess,  that  a  part  of  the  **true  story,"  so  called,  was  pre- 
served; the  whole  of  it  was  not  destroyed.  I  stated  that  the  **true  story'* 
had  been  destroyed ;  I  understand  that  some  fragments  of  it  were  retained. 

Mr,  Tracy, — You  made  three  communications,  did  you  not,  to  the  Com- 
mittee ?  A.  I  made  the  first  one,  I  think,  on  July  13.  That  is  the  first  one 
I  made,  I  believe 

Q.  When  was  the  second  ?    A.  The  second  was  when  I  said  that  if 

Q.  I  did  not  ask  you  what  you  said;  only  give  the  date  that  you  made  it? 
A.  I  do  not  remember  the  date. 

Q.  I  will  refer  you  to  it.  A.  I  think  it  was  Aug^t  the  6th.  I  think  it 
was ;  I  don't  remember  exactly. 

Mr,  PeareaU. — Are  you  waiting  for  us  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  MorrU. — What  do  you  wish  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — Those  papers. 

i/r.  JtfiwTM.— There  is  Moulton's  statement  to  the  Committee.  [Produc- 
ing paper.] 

'   The  Witneiis. — That  is  not  it  at  all.     I  do  not  believe  that  there  is  any 
original  draft  of  it  there— of  that  first  statement. 

Judge  Xeilson. — Haven't  you  it  in  print  ? 

Mr,  Tracy.—  I  am  talking  about  the  first  statement. 

Mr,  Morris. — I  haven't  got  it. 

JuDOK  Neilson. — You  have  it  in  print,  have  you  not  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — We  have  it  in  print;  yes,  sir. 

Judge  NKn.soN. — Can't  y<m  use  that  ? 

Mr.  Tracy.— It  is  not  the  object  to  use  it — ^my  calling  for  it. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  drafted  that  statement  ?    A.  My  original  statement  t 

Q.  Yes,  sir.    A.  I  did  myself;  I  wrote  my  first  statement. 
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Q.  Who  was  present  when  you  did  it  ?  A.  I  dictated  it  in  the  presence— 
I  dictated  it  to  Theodore  Tilton ;  I  don't  remember  who  else  was  present.  Is 
that  what  you  mean  by  drafting  ? 

Q.  Mr.  Tilton  was  present  then  when  it  was  dratted?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I 
dictated  it  to  him. 

Q.  Then  Mr.  Tilton  wrote  it,  didn't  he  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  whether 
he  wrote  it  or  not.     I  copied  it  from  his  writing,  I  guess,  myself. 

Q.  You  copied  it  from  his  writing  ?    A.  I  guess  so;  yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Morris. — He  took  it  in  shorthand  ?  A.  He  took  it  in  shorthand.  I 
think  Mr.  Carpenter  and  Mr.  Redpath  were  present,  too,  at  tlie  time.  I  think 
so;  one  or  the  other  of  them.     I  have  some  recollection  of  it. 

Mr,  Tracy. — You  have  spoken  of  a  conversation  which  occurred  at  your 
house  between  yourself,  Mr.  Tilton  and  myself  in  which  you  say  that  his 
anger  was  melted.  I  refer  to  that  conversation  for  the  mere  purpose  of  fixing 
a  date.  Did  you  at  any  time  soon  after  that  see  in  Mr.  Tilton's  hands  a  pro- 
posed report  to  the  Committee — for  the  Committee  ?  A.  Soon  after  that  con- 
versation with  you  ? 

Q.  Yes.     A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  I  did,  a  long  report. 

Mr.  Tracy,— [To  plaintiff's  counsel.]  Gentlemen  will  you  produce  that  ? 
[To  the  witness.]  Referrin<^  to  that  report,  I  ask  you  the  fact  whether  you 
know  that  Mr.  Tilton  went  to  members  of  the  Committee  and  urged  them  to 
accept  that  report — to  one  or  more  members  of  the  Committee  ?  A.  I  don't 
know  that;  no. 

Q.  You  introduced — a  short  report  has  been  introduced  Which  seems  to 
have  been  prepared  about  the  same  time.  Do  you  know  in  whose  handwrit- 
ing that  report  is  ?    A.   Which — the  short  one  ? 

Q.  Yes,  AS  it  was  introduced  in  evidence  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  Robert  £ddy'8. 

Q.  He  is  your  bookkeeper  ?    A.  Yea,  sir. 

Q.  From  what  did  iie  copy  it,  do  you  know  ?  A.  I  think  he  copied  it 
from  an  original  draft  by  Mr.  Tilton  or  by  myself. 

Q.  Do  you  know  which  ?    A.  Mr.  Tilton,  I  believe. 

Q.  Do  you  know  whether  as  a  matter  of  fact  that  short  report  was  pre- 
pared after  the  long  one  of  which  we  are  now  speaking  ?  A.  My  impression 
is  it  was;  yes,  I  think  so. 

Q.  Do  you  know  at  whose  suprgestion  that  short  report  was  prepared  ?  A. 
No;  I  do  not  know  at  whose  supfirestion,  Mr.  Tracy. 

Q.  Was  it  at  yours  or  Mr.  Tilton's  su«^pe8tion  ?  A.  I  think  it  was  Mr. 
Tilton's  idea.     It  was  prepared  about  the  time  of  the  long  one. 

Q.  That  is  the  report  that  you  call  the  long  report,  is  it  not  ?  [Hand- 
ing witness  a  manuscript.]  A.  I  believe  that  is  it,  sir.  [Handing  back  the 
paper.  J 

Q.  This  is  the  report,  is  it  ?    A.  I  think  that  is  it;  yes,  sir. 

JuDOK  Neilson, — The  proposed  report. 

Mr.  Tracy, — Yes,  the  proposed  report — Mr.  Tilton's  proposed  report  for 
the  committee. 

Judge  Neilson. — Being  the  second  in  order. 
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•  Mr,  Tracy, — Being  the  first  in  order  of  time,  the  second  one  that  was  in- 
troduced in  evidence. 

Mr,  Shearman. — The  paper  is  in  the  handwriting  of  Mr.  Tilton.  [Read- 
ing.] 

"The  undersigned,  constituting  the  Conmiittee  of  Plymouth  Church  to 
whom  were  referred  certain  recent  publications  by  Dr.  Leonard  Bacon  and  Theo- 
dore Tilton,  hereby  preaent  their  unanimous  report : — 

*'  The  Committee  sought  and  obtained  a  personal  interview  with  each  of  the 
three  following-named  persons,  to  wit ;  Mr.  Tilton,  Mrs.  Tilton,  and  the  pastor, 
all  of  whom  responded  to  the  searching  questions  of  the  Committee  with  free- 
dom and  candor.  Documents,  letters,  and  papers  pertaining  to  the  case  were 
carefully  considered.  A  multiplicity  of  details,  needing  to  be  duly  weighed,  oc- 
casioned a  somewhat  protracted  investigation.  The  Committee  hope  that  the 
apparent  tardiness  of  their  report  will  be  compensated  to  the  parties  by  rectify- 
ing an  erroneous  public  sentiment  under  whicii  they  have  all  suffered  misrep- 
sentatioQ. 

"  The  Committee's  first  interview  was  with  Mrs.  Elizabeth  R.  Tilton,  whose 
testimony  wa«  given  with  a  modesty  and  touching  sincerity  that  deeply  moved 
those  who  listened  to  it.  Her  t^traightforward  narrative  was  an  unconscious 
vindicati(m  of  her  innocence  and  purity  of  character,  and  confirmed  by  evidences 
in  the  documents.  She  repelled  with  warm  feelinfj  the  idea  that  her  husband 
was  the  author  of  caluminous  statements  against  her,  or  had  ever  treats  her 
with  other  than  with  chivalrous  consideration  and  protection.  She  paid  a  high 
tribute  to  his  character,  and  also  to  the  fortitude  with  which  he  had  borne  pro- 
longed injustice. 

*•  II.  The  Committee  further  find  that  Mr.  Tilton,  in  his  relations  with  the 
pastor,  had  a  just  cause  of  offens'^,  and  had  received  a  voluntary  apology.  Mr. 
Tilton  declined  to  characterize  the  offense  for  the  following  reasous  :  First,  be- 
cause the  necessary  evidence  which  should  accompany  any  statement  would 
include  the  names  of  persons  who  had  happily  escaped  thus  far  the  tonjjue  of 
public  gossip  ;  next,  that  the  apology  was  designed  to  cover  a  complicated 
transaction,  including  details,  difficult  of  exact  or  just  statement;  and  last  that 
no  possible  good  could  arise  from  satisfying  the  public  curiosity  on  this  point. 
Mr.  Tilton  after  concluding  his  testimony  respectfully  calle  I  the  attention  of  the 
Committee  to  the  fact  that  the  clerk  of  the  church  had  spoken  calumniously  of 
Mrs.  Tilton  during  the  late  council,  and  had  since  unqualifiedly  contradicted 
and  retracted  his  statements  as  untrue  and  unjust;  and  he  (Mr.  T.)  requested 
the  Committee  to  ratify  and  confirm  that  apology — making  honorable  record  of 
the  same  in  their  report,  which  is  hereby  cheerfully  done. 

•*  III.  The  Committee  further  find  that  the  Rev.  Henry  Ward  Beecher's  evi- 
dence  corrobated  the  statements  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Tilton.  He  also  said  the  church 
action  of  which  Mr.  Tilton  had  complained  had  not  be'*n  inspired  by  the  pa:jtor. 
but  had  been  taken  indepeudtmtly  by  the  church  ;  that  the  popular  impression 
that  Mr.  Tilton  had  been  in  the  habit  of  speaking  against  him  was  unjust  to 
Mr.  T.  and  was  owing  mainly  to  the  unwelcome  introduction  into  the  church  of 
charges  against  Mr.  T.  by  a  mere  handful  of  perdons,  who,  in  so  doing,  had  re- 
ceived no  countenance  from  the  great  mass  of  the  congregation,  or  from  the 
pastor.  He  said  the  written  apology  had  been  invested  by  the  public  press 
with  an  undue  mystery ; — that  after  having  bf*en  led  by  his  own  precipitancy 
and  folly  into  wrong  he  saw  no  singularity  of  behavior  in  a  Christian  man  (par- 
ticularly a  clergyman)  acknowledging  his  offense.  H-e  had  always  preached  this 
doctrine  to  others,  and  would  not  shrink  from  applying  it  to  himself. 

*'The  Committee,  after  hearing  the  three  witnesses  already  referred  to,  felt 
unanimously  that  any  regrets  previously  entertained  concerning  the  publication 
of  Mr.  Tilton's  letter  to  Dr.  Bacon  should  give  way  to  grateful  acknowleclg- 
nients  of  the  providential  opponuniiy  which  this  publication  has  unexpectovlly 
afforded  to  draw  forth  the  testimony  which  the  Committee  have  thus  re- 
|)orted  in  brief  but  in  sufficient  fullne-ss,  as  they  believe,  to  explain  and  put  at 
rest    forever  a  vexatious   scandal     The    Committee   are  likewise  of  opinion, 
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based  on  tbe  testimony  submitted  to  tbem,  tbat  no  unprejudiced  court  of  inquiry 
could  have  reviewed  this  caae,  as  thus  presented  in  person  by  its  principal  fig- 
ures, without  being  strikingly  impres<sed  with  the  moral  integrity  and  elevation 
of  character  of  the  parties  ;  anfl  accordingly  the  Committee  can  not  forbear  to 
stAte  that  the  Rev.  Henry  Ward  lieecher,  Mr.  Theodore  Tilton,  and  Mrs.  Tilton, 
(and  in  an  especial  manner  thn  latter),  merit  and  should  receive  the  increased 
sympathy  and  respect  of  Plvmonth  Church  and  congregation. 

"(Signed)." 

[Paper  marked  "  Exhibit  D.  45."] 

Mr,  Tracy, — There  are  two  or  three  mistakes  in  this,  and  therefore,  the 
copy  should  be  taken  from  the  draft  and  not  from  the  printed  copy.  It  is 
not  very  important,  but  there  are  three  of  them.  [To  the  witness.]  Now, 
Mr.  Moutton,  at  that  interview,  of  which  you  have  spoken,  at  your  house, 
between  yourself,  Mr.  Tilton  and  myself,  did  you  accompany  Mr.  Tilton  to 
the  door  that  night  when  he  went  homo  ?    A.  I  think  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  Down  stairs  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him,  while  standing  on  the  step  or  at  the  door  that  night, 
to  go  home  and  be  reconciled  to  his  wife,  tbat  the  time  had  not  come  to  fight 
her  yet  ?    A.  No,  sir;  I  did  not  use  that  last  expression. 

Q.  Did  you  use  tlie  first  ?  A.  Weil,  put  it  In  the  form  of  a  question  and 
I  will  answer  it,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  that  night  at  the  door  to  go  home  and  be  reconciled 
to  his  wife  ?  A.  I  told  liim  something  like  tliat,  sir;  I  did  not  use  precisely 
that  language. 

Q.  In  substance  that,  did  you  ?  A.  I  advised  him  to  go  back  to  his  wife ; 
yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  did  you  add  that  the  time  had  not  come  yet  for  him  to  fight  his 
wife  ?    A.  No,  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  Or  words  to  that  effect  ?    A.  No,  sir;  no. 

Q.  He  had  separated  from  his  wife  at  that  time,  had  he  not  ?  A.  He  told 
me,  I  think  it  was  on  that  morning,  that  he  had  left  her  the  night  before  on 
learning  that  she  had  gone  to  the 

Q.  In  consequence  of  her  going  before  the  Committee  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  in 
consequence  of  her  having  gone  before  the  Committee.  Whatever  day  that 
was.  he  told  mc  on  the  morning  after  that,  I  think. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Told  you  what  ?  A.  On  the  morning  after  that,  on  the 
morning  after  his  wife  had  been  before  the  Committee,  Mr.  Tilton  told  me 
that  he  had  left  the  house. 

Mr.  Tracy, — That  she  had  come  home  that  night,  and  told  him  that  she 
had  been  before  the  Committee  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  that  ho  was  in  bed  ? 

Mr,  Evarts, — No  matter  what  passed  between  them;  he  said  tbat  be  had 
left  in  consequence. 

Q.  And  you  understood  that  he  went  back  that  night  to  his  wife,  did  you 
not  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  the  next  morning,  or  the  next  morning  but  one — which  was  it 
that  he  presented  to  you  this  report  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  whether  it  was  the 
next  morning  or  the  next  morning  but  one.  He  submitted  it  to  you  and  me 
together  whenever  he  did  submit  it. 
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Q.  How  long  did  he  and  his  wife  remain  together  after  that  ?  A.  I  don't 
recollect  how  long.  She  left  him,  I  think,  on  Saturday,  if  I  recollect  right- 
Saturday  of  that  week. 

Q.  Was  it  until  she  left  and  went  to  Mr.  Ovington's ;  did  they  remain 
together  until  she  left  and  went  to  Ovington's  ?  A.  Whatever  day  it  was,  sir, 
she  went  to  Mr.  Ovington's,  I  can  not  recollect. 

Q.  I  (lid  not  ask  you  the  date.  As  a  matter  of  fact  they  remained 
together,  didn't  they,  until  his  wife  left  home  ?  A.  I  don't  know  how  loug 
they  remained  together.     I  understood  they  did. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Beecher  at  any  time  ask  you  for  the  return  of  the  paper  that 
you  now  call  the  letter  of  contrition  ?    A.  Ask  me  for  it — ^no. 

Q.  Never  asked  you  for  it  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  at  any  time  ever  tell  him  that  you  had  burned  that  paper? 
A.  Never. 

Q.  You  never  did  ?    A.  Never. 

Q.  His  statement  that  you  had  so  told  him  had  been  published  in  the 
newspapers  before  you  made  either  of  your  statements,  had  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — Wait  one  moment.     We  object  to  that. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  will  change  the  question.  Had  his  statement — what  is 
known  as  Mr.  Beecher's  statement  before  the  committee,  and  his  cross-exami- 
nation, been  published  before  you  made  either  of  your  statements  ?  I  think 
that  has  transpired  already.  A.  Yes,  sir;  yes,  I  think — yes,  certainly,  before 
I  made  either  of  my  statements.     No,  I  made  the  first 

Q.  \Before  you  published  either  of  them?  A.  No;  my  statement  of  July 
13th  was  published  before  that.  The  short  statement  of  July  13th  was  pub- 
lished on  July  14th,  in  which  that  letter  was  referred  to. 

Q.  I  mean  either  of  your  long  statements. 

Judge  Neilson. — Either  of  the  last  two  statements  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Tracy,— Both  of  those  were  published  after  >L-.  Beecher's  statement  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  first  long  statement  of  yours  was  prepared  before  Beecher's  state- 
ment was  published,  was  it  not  ?    A.  Not  altogetlier,  I  believe. 

Q.  The  first  statement  tliat  Gen.  Butler  prepared  for  you  ?  A.  Well,  I 
don't  know  whether  it  was  the  first  that  he  prepared  or  not,  but  the  first  that 
was  published  in  The  Chraphic^  before  Mr.  Beecher  prepared  his? 

Q.  Before  Mr.  Beecher  published  his?  A.  Before  Mr.  Beecher  published  his. 

Q.  Before  it  was  published  ?  A.  Before  Mr.  Beecher's  was  published — 
that  is  the  question  you  ask  me  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.  A.  Whether  that  statement  was  prepared  before  Mr. 
Beecher's  statement  was  published  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.  A.  I  think  it  was;  yes,  sir.  What  day  was  Mr.  Beecher's 
published,  Mr.  Tracy? 

Q.  Aug.  14th  ?  A.  What  day  was  my  statement  made  to  the  Committee; 
do  you  remember  ? 

Mr,  Shearman. — ^Aug.  6th. 

Mr.  Tracy.- B&ye  you  recently  expressed  hostility — violent  hostility 
— towards  Mr.  Beecher?    A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  have.    How  recently,  sir ? 
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Q.  Within  three  months  ?    A.  Within  three  months  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  I  think  very  likely 

Mr.  Beach, — A  general  question  of  that  kind  is  not  admissible.  It  must 
be  pointed  to  time  and  place  and  some  circumstance. 

Mr.  Tracy, — It  is — within  three  months. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  he  has  answered  it. 

The  Witness. — What  is  it  now. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  say  within  three  months,  haven't  you  since  the  publication 
of  his  statement  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — To  whom  ? 

J^r.  Tracy. — We  will  get  at  it. 

Mr.  Beach. — No,  sir 

Judge  Neilson. — You  must  point  his  attention  to  time  and  place,  or  the 
persons  present. 

Mr,  Ev'irts. — ^It  is  not  a  question  of  contradicting  him,  it  is  asking  him  a 
question. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Etarts. — When  it  becomes  a  question  of  contradicting,  then  we  are 
obliged  to  give  time  and  place. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  it  would  be  fair  to  the  witness  to  specify  time 
and  place.* 

♦  In  this  State  this  is  the  general  usage.  The  contest  has  generally  been 
whether,  if  the  witness,  on  being  interrogated  as  to  declarations  showing  bias, 
denies  having  used  them,  the  interrogating  party  is  not  bound  by  his  answers. 
See  Newton  v.  Harris,  6  N.  Y.  345  ;  Morgan  v.  Frees^  15  Barb.  352 ;  Bemis  v. 
KyUt  5  Abb.  Pr.  X.  S.  233.  The  authorities  in  other  jurisdictions  do  not  agree  as 
to  whether  a  foundation  must  be  laid  or  not. 

Some  of  the  cases  are  as  follows  : 

The  Queen*s  Case,  2  Brod.  &  Bing.  311  (1820.  opinion  by  Abbott,  C.  J.), 
Jleld,  that  when  a  witness  in  support  of  the  prosecution  has  been  examined  in 
chief,  and  has  not  been  asked  in  cross-examination  as  to  any  declarations  made 
hy  him,  or  acts  done  by  him,  to  procure  persons  corruptly  to  give  evidence  in 
support  of  the  prosecution,  it  is  not  competent  to  the  party  accused  to  examine 
witnesses  in  his  defense  to  prove  such  declarations  or  acta  without  firnt  calling; 
back  such  witness  to  be  examined  or  cross-examined  as  to  the  fact  whether  he 
ever  niade  such  declarations,  or  did  such  acts.  See  also  Trial  of  Lord  Stafford,  7 
How.  St.  Tr.  1400  (A.  D.  1680). 

Edtcards  v.  SttUivan,  8  Iredell  [No.  Car.  Law],  302  (1848,  opinion  by  Bat 
TLE,  J.).  Defendant  offered  evi<ience  to  show  bias  in  one  of  plaintiff's  witnesses 
by  proof  of  a  declaration  by  such  witness  tending  to  show  that  he  was  to  be  paid 
for  his  testimony  if  plaintiff  recovered.  Objected  toon  the  ground  that  the  witness 
to  be  impeached  had  not  been  asked  if  he  had  made  such  a  declaration.  Objection 
overruled  and  impeaching  testimony  admitted.   Held,  error  and  judgment  reversed 

Baker  v.  Joseph,  16  Cal.  173  (1860,  opinion  by  Baldwin,  J.),  Held,  that  the 
attention  of  the  witness  who  has  testified  that  he  has  no  animosity,  and  denies 
that  he  has  ever  indicated  any,  must  be  specifically  called  to  the  time,  place,  and 
precise  matter  of  statements  **  that  he  would  ruin  defendant,"  &c.,  before  evi- 
dence of  them  can  be  put  in.  [In  this  case  the  witness  had  been  asked,  gener- 
ally, if  he  had  ever  made  the  statements,  and  had  answered  in  the  negative ;  but 
this  is  held  not  sufficient  to  admit  evidence  of  them.  The  case  is  put  as  on  all 
fours  with  evidence  of  other  contradictory  extrajudicial  statements.] 

Ellsworth  V.  Potter,  41  Vt.  685  (Supreme  (U.,  1869,  opinion  by  Steele,  J.V 
A  witness  for  defendants  testified  that  he  had  had  no  difficulty  with  the  plain- 
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Mr,  Bvarts. — How  do  we  know  anything  about  it  ?  Your  Honor  is  as- 
suming that  the  question  is  asked  for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  him,  and 
that  we  have  the  means  of  contradicting  him.  Your  Honor  is  entirely  right| 
of  course,  if  that  were  the  case.  Whenever  you  wish  to  proceed  thus  to  im- 
peach, we  do  not  differ  as  to  what  the  rules  are,  but  we  have  a  right,  as  matter 
of  direct  evidence  of  the  witness^  own  mouth,  to  prove  that  he  has  expressed 
hostility  towards  Mr.  Beecher. 

Judge  Neilson. — Undoubtedly. 

Mr,  Evarts, — ^It  is  not  with  a  view  of  contradicting  him ;  it  is  with  a  view 
of  proving  it. 

Mr,  Batch, — There  is  no  doubt  of  that,  sir,  that  they  may  prove  that  the 
witness  has  hostility— that  he  entertains  ill-feeling;  but  when  they  ask  for 
the  declaration  of  the  witness,  at  any  time  or  for  any  purpose,  the  rule  is  in- 
variable that  they  must  direct  the  attention  of  the  witness  to  the  time  and  the 
place  and  the  person  to  whom  the  expression  was  made. 

Mr.  Bvarts, — I  think  my  friend  will  see  that  it  is  only  as  a  foundation  to 
contradict  him  that  we  must  do  that. 

Mr,  Beach. — Well,  we  do  not  know  whether  they  are  making  a  founda- 
tion to  contradict  or  not. 

Mr,  Evarts. — The  way  would  be  that  when  we  brought  some  one  up  to 
contradict  him,  some  one  would  say  we  had  not  directed  his  attention  to  the 
time  and  place.* 

Judge  Neilson. — There  are  two  considerations  in  regard  to  it;  one  is  as 

tiff.  The  plaintiff  was  at  liberty  not  only  to  contradict  this  in  general  terms,  bat 
also  under  the  directioD  of  the  court  to  state  enough  to  indicate  the  extent  of  the 
difficulty  and  consequent  ill-feeling — not  in  order  to  show  which  party  was  at 
fault,  but  the  degree  of  estrangement.  This,  it  was  held,  is  limited  by  no  gen- 
eral rule,  but  must  to  a  considerable  extent  be  left  to  the  nmprius  judge.  Plain- 
tiff was  rightly  allowed  to  testify  to  a  quarrel  between  her  and  another  witness 
[than  the  one  above],  notwithstanding  the  witness  had  not  herself  been  interro- 
gated as  to  whether  such  a  controversy  had  existed* 

♦  It  was  said  in  People  v.  Jackson,  3  Park.  Cr.  590,  that  the  objection  thai  the 
question  intended  as  a  foundation  for  a  contradiction  was  not  sufficiently  explicit 
as  to  time  and  place,  miist  be  made  when  the  quention  is  put.  But  this  C4in  not  be 
deemed  sound  as  a  general  rule.  The  matter  is  somewhat  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court;  but  the  protection  of  the  witness  is  not  necessarily  waived  by  the  failure 
of  counsel  to  anticipate  the  intention  to  contradict.  It  is  usual  to  exclude  the 
contradiction,  if  there  has  been  a  substantial  failure  to  lay  a  fair  foundation  by 
reasonable  certainty  of  particulars,  even  though  the  objection  was  not  taken  on 
the  cross-examination. 

Pierce  v.  Gibson,  9  Vt.  216  (1837,  Supreme  Ct.,  opinion  by  Williams,  C.  J.). 
Defendant  offered  to  prove  that  a  violent  quarrel  had  existed  between  him  and  a 
witness  called  against  him.  The  court  excluded  this  evidence  because  the  wit- 
ness to  be  impeached  had  not  been  first  interrogated  as  to  the  quarrel.  Held,eTTOT, 
Day  V.  Stickney,  14  Allen  (Mass.),  285  (1807,  opinion  by  Wells,  J.).  A  dec- 
laration made  out  of  court  by  the  witness  showing  hostility  to  a  party  may  be 
E roved  without  first  interrogating  the  witness,  where  the  bias  or  hostile  feeling 
ad  reference  to  the  matter  in  suit. 
O'Neill  V.  City  of  Loioell,  6  Allen  (Mass.),  1 10,  (1863.  opinion  by  Metcalf.  J.). 
To  discredit  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  evidence  was  adduced  that  he  had  s^d 
the  plaintiff  *'  would  get  a  good  pile  of  money  out  of  the  city,  and  ought  to." 
Held,  competent  evidence.  The  question  to  which  it  was  the  answer  might  have 
been  put  to  the  witness  himself  on  cross-examination,  if  desired. 
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to  the  question  of  fairness  to  the  witness,  the  other  of  policy.  You  shoald 
direct  his  attention,  if  you  can,  to  the  occasion. 

Mr,  Tracy, — ^If  he  says  he  has,  we  may  ask  him  when  and  where. 

JuDGB  Nbilron. — Let  him  answer  the  question.  Repeat  the  question,  Mr, 
Stenographer. 

Mr,  FullerUm, — He  has  answered. 

[The  stenographer  read  the  question.] 

A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  have.     How  recently,  sir  ? 

Q.  Within  three  months  ?    A.  Within  three  months  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.    A.  I  think  very  likely 

The  Witness, — What  do  you  mean  by  violent  hostility  ? 

Mr,  Tracy. — I  put  that  question  to  you. 

Judge  Neilson. — As  you  understand  the  word,  have  you  expressed  vio- 
lent hostility  or  not  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  have  expressed  hostility  to  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Have  you  expressed  violent  hostility  to  him  ?  A.  I  have  ex- 
pressed hostility  violently. 

Q.  Have  you  expressed  a  determination  to  do  him  great  violence,  or  a 

willingness  to  do  him  great  violence  ?  A.  Not  that  I  remember — not  great 
violence. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Caldwell  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  know  him. 

Q.  H.  8.  Oaldwell?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  know  him. 

Q.  Did  you  say  to  him,  within  a  month  or  thereabouts,  in  your  house, 
**  Mr.  Beecher  is  a  liar  and  a  libertine,  and,  damn  him,  if  personal  violence 
would  do  an^  good,  I  would  cut  him  down  in  a  minute  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  said  that  within  two  months  to  Mr.  Caldwell  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  say  it  to  Mr.  Caldwell  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Or  anything  like  it  ?  A.  No,  nothing  like  that.  I  thought  he  was  a 
sneak 

Mr.  EvarU. — ^What  do  you  say  ?  A.  I  thought  Caldwell  was  a  sneak  when 
he  came  to  the  house. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  ask  to  strike  that  out. 

JxTDOB  Neilson. — Strike  that  out. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — ^He  ought  to  have  been  struck  out  when  he  came  to  the 
house 

Mr.  Tracy, — Did  you  express  a  similar  sentiment  to  Augustus  Storrs  within 
three  months  at  your  house  ?  * 

Mr.  Beach, — Oh  I  a  similar  sentiment 

Mr.  Tracy. — Well,  the  same  sentiment  towards  Mr.  Beecher?  A.  To 
Augustus  Storrs  ? 

Q.  To  Augustus  Storrs,  in  presence  of  his  brother  Charles  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Or  did  you  to  Charles,  in  presence  of  his  brother  Augustus  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Didn't  you  say  in  their  presence,  at  your  house— since  the  termination 
of  the  libel  suit  of  Miss  Proctor  against  you— didn't  you  say  to  them  in  your 
bouse,  that  Mr.  Beecher  was  a  sneak  and  liar ;  and  that  if  they  said  so,  damn 
him,  you  would  shoot  him  ?    A.  That  if  what  ? 

Q.  If  they  said  so  t    A.  If  they  said  so,  I  would  shoot  him  t 

Q.  Yea. 
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Judge  Neilson. — Did  you  say  that  ?  A.  I  don't  exactly  understand  the 
form  of  tlie  question.     No;  I  didn't  say  that. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Did  you  say  anything  In  substance  like  that  ?     A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  express  any  willingness  to  commit  violence  against  Mr.  Beecher 
iu  their  presence  ?     A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  say  that  he  was  a  sneak  and  liar  in  their  presence  ?  A.  I 
don't  recollect  that  I  said  that. 

Q.  Did  you  express  any  willingness  or  disposition  to  commit  violence 
against  Mr.  Beecher  ?     A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  exi)re8s  any  hostile  sentiment  toward  Mr.  Beecher  in  their 
presence  ?  A.  I  think  I  did,  sir;  I  will  tell  you  all  I  said,  as  near  as  I  recol- 
lect, if  you  would  like  to  have  it. 

Q.  That  will  be  proper  when  they  tell  you  to  tell  us  what  you  said  ?  A. 
All  right. 

Q.  Have  you  not  in  conversation  with  Mr.  A.  W.  Tenney,  United  States 
District  Attorney  of  this  district,  recently  expressed  yourself  in  violent  terms 
of  hatred  towards  Mr.  Beecher  ?     A.  In  violent  terms  of  hatred  ? 

Q.  Yes.  A.  Not  in  violent  terms  of  love ;  I  don't  know  that  I  said  I  hated 
him. 

Q.  That  is  not  my  question ;  I  don't  ask  you  that.  I  ask  you  to  answer  it 
— on  the  ferrv-boat  on  the  East  river  ? 

Mr,  Be(ich. — The  expression,  or  the  substance  of  the  expression,  should  be 
given,  sir.  '*  Violent  terms  of  hatred"  does  not  call  for  the  declaration  of 
the  witness  as  it  was  made. 

JuD(JK  Neilson. — Well,  the  practice  is  no  doubt  to  ask  him  if  he  did  not 
make  a  certain  specific  statement,  or  in  substance  something  like  that.  The 
question  you  do  put  depends  upon  the  construction — it  is  somewhat  a  matter 
of  construction.  Wliat  one  person  might  understand  by  "  violent,"  another 
might  not. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Certainly,  that  aigument  will  be  in  order  when  we  offer  to 
contradict  him,  if  we  do  not  amplity  this  statement. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  is  not  an  argument ;  it  is  a  suggestion  by  the  court 

Mr,  Ecarts. — We  do  not  differ  as  to  the  basis  of  contradiction,  but  we  do 
claim  the  right  to  have  tho  witness'  first  answer  which  may  be  sufiicient. 

Judge  Neilson. — Now,  the  question  is  as  to  what  he  said  to  Mr.  Tenney. 

The  WitneHs. — Well,  sir,  what  is  the  question  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  question  is,  have  you  not  in  conversation  with  Mr.  A. 
W.  Tenney  expressed  yourself  in  violent  terms  of  hatred  towards  Mr.  Beecher 
within  three  months  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Well,  sir,  that  is  objected  to.  Suppose  they  should  pro- 
duce Mr.  Tenney,  and  ask  him  whether  Mr.  Moulton 

Judge  Neilson. — They  could  not  upon  that  general  statement. 

Mr.  FuIUrton. — Certainly  not;  but  then  they  would  claim  the  right  to 
prove  by  Mr.  Tenney  what  Mr.  Moulton  said ;  and  then,  if  we  objected,  of 
coui-se  we  would  be  subjected  to  criticism. 

Judge  Neilson. — Before  they  call  the  District-Attorney  they  will  have  to 
ask  this  gentleman  what  he  said. 


Jan.  25, 1875.]  OROSS-EXAMmATlON.  785 

Mr.  FiiUerton, — ^If  the  statement  is  given  in  evidence,  then  the  jury  will 
judge  whether  if  is  violent  or  not. 

Mr.  Ecarts, — If  your  Honor  please,  then  we  do  not  differ  as  to  the  contra- 
diction. The  objection  is  to  be  made  to  us,  when  we  attempt  to  contradict, 
that  we  have  not  laid  the  basis.  That  is  the  ordinarv  course  of  this  matter. 
We  are  endeavoriug  to  prove  by  this  witness,  without  contradiction  and  with- 
out support,  that  he  has  said  these  things,  under  the  general  rule. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^Now,  the  question  is  whether  you  said  that  to  Mr. 
Tenney  on  the  boat. 

Mr,  Beach, — That  is  not  the  question ;  your  Honor  gets  the  question  right, 
but  the  counsel  do  not. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  bring  the  boat  in  ? 

[Question  read  by  stenographer.] 

A.  I  expressed  myself  against  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  To  Mr.  Tenney  ?     A.  Yes,  I  think  so. 

Q.  Didn't  you  express  yourself  violently?  A.  Perhaps  I  did;  I  don't 
recollect  now  the  expression  that  I  used  distinctly. 

Q.  Didn't  you  call  him  a  liar  ?  A.  I  don^t  recollect  that  I  did ;  I  might 
have  done  so. 

Q.  Sneak  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  did. 

Q.  And  a  libertine  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  Accompanying  each  one  with  an  oath  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  did, 
sir. 

Q.  Will  you  say  that  you  did  not  ?  A.  If  I  had  any  recollection  about  it 
I  should  state  my  recollection,  sir.     I  don't  remember  the  language. 

Q.  Well,  that  is  to  say  you  have  no  recollection  upon  the  subject  ?  A.  I 
don't  recollect  the  language.  I  expressed  myself,  I  guess,  on  two  occasions 
to  Mr.  Tenney  against  Mr.  Beecher  instead  of  one. 

Q.  When  was  the  other  ?  A.  I  don't  know.  I  think  in  Montague  street, 
somewhere. 

Q.  How  recently  ?    A.  Not  very  long  ago.    I  don't  recollect  how  long  ago. 

Q.  Have  you  not  repeatedly  declared  your  intention  to  crush  Mr.  Beecher 
at  any  cost?  A.  No;  I  don't  think  I  have  said  that  I  would  crush  him  at 
any  cost. 

Q.  Well,  have  you  avowed  your  determination  to  crush  him  ?  A.  No;  I 
think  not ;  I  have  not  put  it  in  that  language,  I  think. 

Q,  Have  you  avowed  your  intention  to  drive  him  out  of  Brooklyn  ?  A. 
No,  I  think  not, 

Q.  Didn't  you  say  to  Augustus  Storrs,  in  presence  of  his  brother  Charles, 
or  when  the  two  were  present,  didn't  you  say  that  you  intended  to  drive  Mr. 
Beecher  out  of  Brooklyn?  A.  No,  I  didn't;  I  may  have  said  I  thought  he 
ought  to  be  driven,  but  I  didn't  say  that  I  was  going  to  drive  him. 

Q.  You  did  say  that  he  ought  to  be  driven  out  of  Brooklyn  ?  A.  No,  I 
don't  recollect  that, 

Q.  Oh !  you  don't  recollect  that  ?  While  the  Investigating  committee  was 
in  session,  didn't  you  send  for  the  brother  of  a  member  of  that  committee, 
and  have  him  call  upon  you — a  brother  of  a  member  of  thai  committee,  and 
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threaten  him  that,  unless  at  least  one  member  of  the  committee  dissented 
from  their  report  in  favor  of  Mr.  Beecher,  you  would  publish,  or  cause  to  be 
published,  a  scandalous  statement  about  a  lady  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  You  didn't  ?  A.  No;  I  will  tell  you  what  I  said  to  him,  if  you  want 
to  know. 

Q.  Answer  my  questions  first,  and  then  we  will  see.     A.  All  right. 

Q.  Pending  the  investigation  ?  A.  I  did  send  for  the  brother  of  a  mem- 
oer  of  that  committee;  that  part  is  true. 

Q.  Pending  the  investigation  and  before  the  report  was  made  did  you  send 
for  Charles  Storrs,  and  have  an  interview  with  him  ?    A.  I  did;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  that  if  his  brother  Augustus  hadn't  signed  the  report 
he  must  not,  or,  if  he  had,  he  must  take  his  name  from  it  ?  A.  I  did  not 
tell  him  that. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  that  if  he  did  not  do  one  or  the  other,  that  is,  if  he 
didn't  omit  to  sign,  or  take  his  name  from  it,  if  he  had  signed,  you  should 
make  a  publication  concerning  a  person  that  would  break  the  heart  of  Charles 
Storrs?     A.  No,  I  didn't. 

Q.  You  didn't  state  that  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  And  when  he  asked  you  if  you  meant  Miss  Proctor,  didn't  you  say,  **I 
call  no  names"  ?    A.  I  said  '*  I  call  no  names." 

Q.  But  it  was  **a  person  that  would  break  your  heart"  ?  A.  I  said  I 
called  no  names,  but  I  didn't  say  anything  about  breaking  hearts. 

Q.  If  you  did  not  use  that  language,  didn't  you  say  it  was  a  lady  who — a 
friend  of  his  ?  A.  I  don't  know  whether  I  said  it  was  a  friend  of  his  or  not, 
sir. 

Q.  Well,  did  you  threaten  to  make  the  publication  ?    No. 

Q.  Concerning  some  person,  if  Mr.  Augustus  Storrs  didn't  either  refuse  to 
sign  the  report,  or  if  he  had  signed  it,  to  take  his  name  from  it  ?  A.  No,  I 
didn't  threaten,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  threaten  Charles  Storrs  that  you  wcmld  make  such  a  publica- 
tion in  any  contingency  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  state  to  him  that  you  would  make  such  a  publication,  or  that 
you  might  make  such  a  publication  ?  A.  I  stated  to  him  that  I  might  make 
a  publication. 

Q.  About  whom  ?  A.  It  might  be  necessary  to  refer  to  a  person  in  the 
publication  that  it  would  be  necessary  for  me  to  make. 

Q.  How  did  you  describe  the  person  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I  described  her. 
1  think  he  asked  me  if  I  referred  to  Miss  Proctor 

Q.  Then  what  did  you  say  to  that  ?  A.  I  told  him  that  I  should  not  men- 
tion any  names. 

Q.  Did  you  say  in  any  way  that  it  was  a  person  that  would  break  his 
heart,  or  that  it  was  a  person  in  whom  he  was  interested^  a  friend  of  his  t 
A.  Don't  recollect  that  language ;  no. 

Q.  Was  Miss  Proctor  an  inmate  of  Mr.  Storrs'  family  at  the  time  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — One  moment,  now.  The  other  day  I  professed  a  very 
earnest  solicitude  that  third  persons  should  remain  unnamed — was  very  em- 
phatic,  I  think,  for  me,  when  Miss  Proctor  was  named  by  some  person  \  I 
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requested  that  those  names  should  be  omitted,  and  they  might  be  omitted 
from  your  question,  I  think ;  I  want  them  omitted. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — ^If  your  Honor  please,  it  has  not  been  omitted;  your 
Honor's  wish  has  not  been  complied  with,  in  that  respect. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  know  whether  that  was  when  Mr.  Tracy  was 
here,  or  before  he  came  in. 

Mr,  Ftillerton. — He  was  here. 

Judge  Neilson. — But  I  certainly  did  wish,  and  expressed  that  wish, 
that  those  names  of  third  persons  should  be  left  out.  I  think  it  is  a  great 
pity  that  you  should  commit  the  error  of  bringing  their  names  in. 

Mr.  Marts.— The  witness  brought  her  name  in. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — No;  he  did  not. 

Mr,  Evarts. — He  did  directly. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — No,  he  did  not,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarts, — He  said  at  this  interview  Mr.  Storrs  asked  him  if  he  meant 
ffiss  Proctor. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  the  question  put  by  Gen.  Tracy. 

Mr,  Evarts, — It  was  not  a  question  put  by  him.  There  was  no  question 
put  by  us  that  reached  any  person.  The  question  was,  whether  he  told  him 
that  if  he  didn't  do  so  and  so,  he  (this  witness)  would  publish  a  statement,  con- 
cerning a  person,  that  would  break  his  heart.  Now,  your  Honor  certainly 
does  not  mean  to  say  that,  when  we  are  trying  this  issue  between  these 
parties,  we  haven't  a  right  to  prove  such  statements  as  that;  then  the  witness 
says,  **  I  did  not.     He  asked  me  if  I  meant  Miss  Proctor." 

Mr.  Morris. — Now,  the  name  of  Miss  Proctor  was  mentioned  by  counsel 
first. 

Mr.  Eoarts. — Look  at  the  stenographer's  notes. 

Judge  Neelson. — I  don't  think  Mr.  Tracy  was  present  when  I  suggested 
to  Judge  Porter  not  to  mention  the  names  of  third  persons. 

Mr,  Tracy, — Oh  I  I  was. 

Mr,  Beach. — Mr.  Stenographer,  please  read  the  last  question. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  do  not  hesitate  to  take  the  responsibility  of  introducing 
Miss  Proctor's  name  here  to-day. 

Judge  Nkilson. — ^Well,  there  is  a  responsibility  beyond  yours. 

Mr,  Tracy. — Very  well,  I  introduced  the  name  of  Miss  Proctor  here  to-day 
in  a  way  that  is  entirely  creditable  to  the  lady. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  is  not  a  question  of  creditability  ? 

Mr,  Tracy. — It  may  be,  but  it  is  entirely  creditable  to  her.  I  am  showing 
that  this  witness  attempted  to  coerce  her  friends  in  their  action  on  this  com- 
mittee as  a  penalty  of  bis  not  making  a  publication  concerning  her. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — The  gentleman  will  fail  in  that  attempt. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Not  much. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — We  will  see  if  you  don't. 

Mr,  Evarts. — How  docs  that  become  proper  ? 

Mr,  Beach, — ^I  believe  I  have  endeavored  to  get  the  ear  of  the  court  for  a 
moment,  and  Gen.  Tracy  interrupted  me,  and  now  the  senior  counsel  inter- 
rupts me.  i 
*^                 I.-47 
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Mr.  Evarts, — ^I  haven't  interrupted.  I  have  asked  that  the  question  might 
be  read. 

Mr,  Beach. — So  have  I.     [Last  quesrion  read  by  the  stenographer.] 

Mr.  Beach.  —Yes,  sir,  then  the  name  of  Miss  Proctor  was  first  mentioned  in 
the  question  put  by  Gen.  Tracy  ? 

Mr.  Evarts. — Qo  back  to  the  witness'  answer  before  that,  and  yon  will  find 
Miss  Proctor's  name  in  the  witness'  answer. 

Mr,  Marris. — I  say  it  was  first  mentioned  by  Mr.  Tracy. 

The  stenographer  [reading] : 

**  Q.  Flow  did  you  describe  the  person  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I  described 
her;  I  think  he  asked  me  if  I  referred  to  Miss  Proctor. 

**  Q.  Well,  what  did  you  say  to  that?  A.  I  told  him  that  I  should  not 
mention  any  names." 

Mr.  Beach. — Now,  your  Honor,  I  submit  that  this  inquiry  in  regard  to  what 
transpired  with  reference  to  Mr.  Storrs,  is  not  at  all  material  to  the  inquiry 
which  the  counsel  are  pursuing.  The  object  is  to  prove  ill-will  on  the  part  of 
this  witness  toward  Mr.  Beecher;  that  is  the  professed  object  of  their  inquiry; 
and  this  conversation  as  between  Mr.  Storrs,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  action 
of  the  committee,  or  to  Miss  Proctor,  or  any  other  lady,  I  submit,  is  not  ma- 
terial, and  I  ask  that  that  whole  inquiry  be  struck  out. 

Mr,  Etarts. — We  propose  to  show  this  witness'  hostility;  his  proceedings 
Indicating  hostility;  his  making  himself  a  party  to  the  proceedings  against 
Mr.  Beecher;  his  threats  to  those  who  were  engaged  concerning  the  inquiry; 
and  the  mode  and  form  in  which  the  witness  showed  this  attitude  and  ex 
pressed  this  hostility;  and  the  laws  of  evidence  permit  us  to  do  so,  and  make 
it  the  only  proper  way  to  do  so.  Now,  upon  the  inquiry  of  fact,  your  Honor 
sees  that  we  were  entirely  right.  We  desired  to  get  from  this  witness  what 
was  pertinent  and  material,  that  he  had  threatened  a  member  of  the  commit- 
tee that  unless  he  took  a  position  of  dissent  either  by  abstaining — withhold- 
ing or  withdrawing  his  name  from  the  report,  as  the  case  might  be — he  (wit- 
ness) might  be  forced,  or  might  be  led  to  make  a  publication  that  would  affect 
and  afflict  Mr.  Storrs.  And  we  leave  it  for  the  witness  to  say  whether  he  did 
or  not.  Well,  his  course  of  answers  it  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  repeat.  Then 
we  press  him  to  get  out  the  principal  fact,  which  he  will  not  give  in  general 
terms;  and,  finally,  it  comes  down  to  this:  **How  did  you  describe  that 
person  ? "  He  would  not  say  that  it  was  anybody  that  would  break  his  heart ; 
he  would  not  say  that  it  was  anybody  that  was  connected  with  Mr.  Storrs  in 
any  such  general  relation  as  would  omit  a  name;  and  we  then  say  to  him,  how 
did  you  describe  the  person  concerning  whom  you  were  talking  to  Mr.  Storrs  ? 
Then  he  says,  "  I  think  it  was  Mr.  Storrs  who  asked  me  if  I  referred  to  Miss 
Proctor."  Now,  that  shows  that  the  conversation  was  had ;  that  he  did  assume 
this  attitude  towards  Mr.  Storrs  in  dealing  with  some  person  that  abstinence 
from  public  comment  about  would  be  desirable,  and  the  contrary  afflictive 
to  Mr.  Storrs.     That  is  what  we  set  out  to  prove. 

Mr.  Beach. — The  examination,  sir,  of  the  testimony  of  the  witness  shows 
that  the  first  intimation  that  Miss  Proctor's  name  was  connected  with  this 
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conversation,  as  the  person  in  regard  to  whom  any  statement  was  to  be  made, 
or  any  revelation  made,  comes  from  the  other  side. 

Mr,  Eoarts, — Not  in  the  least. 

Mr,  Beach, — It  does,  sir.  When  the  witness  said  that  Mr.  Storrs  asked  him 
if  Miss  Proctor  was  referred  to,  the  witness  answers,  **I  mention  no  names." 
And,  then,  they  went  on  with  the  inquiry,  which  draws  from  the  witness  this 
fact,  that  Miss  Proctor  was  tiie  person  alluded  to;  and,  so  far  as  the  bringing 
out  of  her  name  in  connection  with  this  scandal  is  concerned,  the  responsi- 
bility rests  upon  the  gentleman  making  this  inquiry.  Now,  sir,  we  have 
avoided  that ;  we  have  resisted  it  as  far  as  we  can.  We  make  no  imputations 
upon  third  persons,  and  would  relieve  everybody  except  the  immediate  parties 
to  this  controversy  from  any  reflections  which  might  arise  out  of  connection 
with  this  difficulty.  If  the  gentlemen  persist  in  introducing  the  name  of  that 
lady,  they  must  do  it  upon  their  own  responsibility. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — And  it  may  be  necessary  for  us  hereafter,  if  the  other  side 
put  us  in  such  an  attitude  as  to  make  it  necessary,  to  prove  what  did  occur 
with  regard  to  that  lady  for  the  purpose  of  justifying  the  witness.  They 
take  the  responsibility  of  the  whole  thing. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  have  no  diflSculty  in  assuming  responsibilities  if  they  are 
cast  upon  us;  we  do  not  venture  upon  them  in  the  conduct  of  our  side  in  this 
case.  But  we  have  not  any  responsibility  about  what  you  do  in  consequence 
of  what  we  do.  You  will  do  as  you  are  advised.  We  will  take  care  of  our 
own  side. 

Mr,  Beach, — It  seems  to  me  that  you  are  violating  the  order  of  debate,  and 
insisting  upon  the  last  word  in  an  argument  upon  our  objection. 

Mr,  EvarU. — But  you  say  always  something  new. 

Mr,  Beach, — No,  we  do  not ;  no  new  idea. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Now,  my  friends  have  undertaken  to  present  an  attitude,  a 
sort  of  defiance  upon  this  subject;  certainly  no  one  on  our  side  of  the  case 
wishes  to  make  any  imputations  upon  Miss  Proctor;  we  never  believed  a  word 
of  either  the  threatened  publication  or  the  actual  publication. 

Judge  Nbilson. — Why  refer  to  the  actual  publicaticm  ? 

Mr.  Evarts, — Well,  because  the  actual  publication  is  in  the  matter. 

Judge  Nbllson. — No,  it  is  not  in ;  it  is  not  in,  and  with  my  consent  it 
won't  be  in,  as  far  as  this  case  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Evarts-^1  dare  say  it  may  not,  but  we  are  not  the  side  that  are  to  be 
made  the  suoject  of  imputation  of  wishing  to  bring  Miss  Proctor  in. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  examination  will  be  as  it  now  stands  with  the 
exception  that  Miss  Proctor's  name  will  ho  stricken  out,  and  it  shall  be 
omitted  hereafter.  Whatever  occurs,  I  should  not  allow  any  evidence  to 
vindicate  that  lady,  as  I  certainly  should  if  the  subject  were  brought  up  here 
properly.* 

*  In  Coleman  v.  People,  (55  N.  Y.  81),  it  was  held,  that  if  a  prisoner,  upon 
trial  for  one  otfense,  calls  out  facts,  upon  cross-examinauon  without  objection, 
tending  to  show  that  he  is  not  guilty  of  another  distinct  charge,  in  respect  to 
which  some  evidence  has  been  given,  this  does  not  justify  evidence,  on  the  part 
of  the  prosecution  to  prove  that  he  was  guilty  of  such  other  oftense.  The  case 
•  was  a  criminal  prosecution  for  receiving  **  bars  of  pig-iron/'  knowing  them  to  Im 
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Mr.  Marts. — Tour  Honor  will  note  our  exception  to  that  direction. 

Judge  Neilson.  — Yes,  as  to  the  hostility  of  this  witness,  whether  you 
characterize  it  as  violent  or  not ;  whatever  it  may  be  you  have  a  right  to  show 
that,  of  courFe. 

Mr.  Tracy. — What  did  you  say  to  Mr.  Storrs  concerning  what  you  would 
do  ?  A.  I  said  to  Mr.  Storrs  that  I  had  understood  that  I  was  not  to  be 
cross-examined  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  Tract/. — I  have  reference  to  the  publication. 

Mr.  Beach — Wait  one  moment. 

Judge  Neilbon. — I  think  he  has  answered;  go  on. 

Mr.  EtarU. — That  took  place  at  this  interview  ?  A.  That  I  understood 
that  I  was  not  to  be  cross-examined  by  the  committee;  that  I  had  come  from 
Lowell  for  the  purpose  of  that  cross-examination,  and  that  I  did  not  want  his 
brother  to  sign  that  report  until  I  had  an  opportunity  of  being  cross-examined 
by  the  Committee;  for  if  his  brother  did  sign  that  report  without  giving  mc 
an  opportunity  to  be  cross-examined,  he  could  not  possibly  know  the  truth, 
and  that  if  that  report  was  signed,  and  it  was  against  me,  as  I  understood  it 
would  be,  I  should  make  a  publication  of  facts  in  reply,  and  that  publication, 
as  I  understood  my  counsel  advised  it,  would  perhaps  cross  the  threshold  of 
his  family,  and  I  came  to  see  him  as  a  personal  friend,  telling  him  that  I  did 
not  want  to  do  any  such  thing,  and  I  said  to  him,  **I  want  you,  Mr.  Charles 
Storrs,  to  put  it  only  upon  the  ground  of  my  being  cross-examined.  Tell 
your  brother  that  I  don't  want  him  to  sign  that  report  until  I  have  had  an 
opportunity  for  cross-examination,  in  order  that  the  facts  which  I  have  stated 
in  print  may  be  fully  known."  That  is  what  I  said.  I  went  to  see  Charles 
Storrs  as  a  friend,  sir.     I  have  given  it  as  nearly  as  I  recollect  it. 

Q.  Do  you  know  William  B.  Barber  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  have  a  conversation  with  him  on  the  floor  of  the  Produce  Ex- 
change within  two  or  three  months  on  the  subject  of  Mr,  Beecher  ?  A.  I 
don't  recollect  whether  it  was  within  two  or  three  months  or  not.  I  had  a 
conversation  with  him  on  the  floor  of  the  Exchange  about  the  time  of  the 
Victoria  Wood  hull  publication,  and  I  rather  think  during  the  time  of  the  in- 
vestigating committee. 

Q.  Haven't  you  since  th«  investigating  committee  ?  A.  I  may  have  done 
so ;  I  don't  recollect  precisely  about  it  now.  I  see  him  every  day  on  'Change 
when  I  am  there  and  he  is  there. 

Q.  Didn't  you  tell  him  that  Mr.  Beecher  was  a  damned  peijurer  and  libei- 
tine  ?  A.  I  don't  know  whether  I  told  him  he  was  a  damned  perjurer  and 
libertine.     I  may  have  told  him  he  was  a  perjurer  and  libertine,  as  he  is. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Barber  so  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  whether  I  told  Mr. 
Barber  so  or  not,  sir. 

stolen.  Upon  the  trial  the  court  admitted  a  conversation  as  to  other  iron  than 
that  charged  in  the  indictment  having  been  received  by  defendant,  **  as  tending 
to  phow  guilty  knowledge."  On  the  cross-examination  the  prisoner  drew  out  facts 
in  connection  with  the  conversation  thus  admitted ;  and  afterwards  introduced 
testimony  which  wae  admitted  to  be  true  by  the  prosecution,  tending  to  show 
that  he  was  not  guilty  as  to  the  other  iron.  The  District  Attorney  was  then 
permitted  to  give  evidence  tending  to  criminate  the  prisoner  as  to  that  other  Iroa 
EM,  error. 
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Mr,  Tra^j, — Have  you  ever  threatened  persons  with  danger  to  themselves 
if  they  should  testify  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  ?  A.  No,  I  have  not 
threatened  persons  if  they  should  testify  on  behalf  of  the  defendant. 

Q.  Have  you  threatened  any  person  ?  A.  No,  I  have  not  threatened  any 
person. 

Q.  Did  you  threaten  Mr.  Armour  that  you  would  crush  him  if  he  should 
testify  against  you  on  this  trial  ?  A.  No,  I  did  not  threaten  Mr.  Armour  that 
[  would  crush  him. 

Q.  Do  you  know  him  ?    A.  Yes;  he  is  not  the  man  to  be  crushed  easily. 

Q.  Have  you  had  any  conversation  with  him  on  the  subject  of  his  testi- 
mony ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  having  any  conversation  with  him  on  the  subject 
of  liis  testimony.  I  had  a  conversation  with  him  in  regard  to  an  interview 
that  purported  to  come  from  him  in  the  paper. 

Q.  Yes ;  did  you  state  to  him  that  you  would  crush  him  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  threaten  to  crush  him  for  anything  ?     A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  talk  with  him  about  his  being  a  witness  on  this  trial  ? 
A.  I  don't  think  I  said  anything  to  him  about  his  being  a  witness;  no,  I 
don't  think  I  did  ;  he  is  not  a  man  I  would  use  such  language  to,  Mr.  Tracy. 

Q.  [Book  produced  and  handed  to  witness  ]  Now,  Mr.  Moulton,  during 
your  interview  with  Mr.  Beecher  on  the  night  of  30th  of  December,  '70,  was 
there  anything  said  by  Mr.  Beecher  as  to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  Mrs.  Tilton's 
confession  ? 

Mr.  FuUertaii. — Does  your  Honor  permit  them  to  go  6ack  for  the  fifth  time 
to  that  interview  of  the  30th  ? 

Judge  Neilbon. — Well,  it  is  on  the  ground  that  some  question  he  thinks 
proper  was  inadvertently  omitted. 

Mr,  Evarts. — This  is  a  question  excluded.  We  ask  him  whether  at  that 
interview  there  was  anything  said  by  Mr.  Beecher  concerning  the  truth  or 
falsity  of  that  confession.  There  is  no  rule  of  law  that  you  can't  do  it  for  the 
fifth  time,  if  you  can  do  it  the  fourth.  But  this  is  the  first  time  the  question 
has  been  asked. 

Mr,  FuU^rton, — The  first  time  this  question  has  been  asked,  but  it  is  the 
fifth  time  the  transactions  of  the  30th  have  been  gone  over,  and  my  objection 
is  that  they  can  not  return  to  it  again. 

Judge  Neilson. — Who  were  present  ? 

Mr,  Etartn. — It  is  an  interview  between  himself  and  Mr.  Beecher. 

Judge  Neilson.  —He  has  stated  the  conversation. 

Mr.  Evarts, — The  conversation  has  been  given;  now  we  ask  him  whether 
there  was  anything  said  by  Mr.  Beecher  concerning  the  truth  or  falsity,  either 
way,  of  Mrs.  Tilton's  accusation. 

Judge  Neilson. — We  will  allow  that. 

Mr.  Beach, — Do  you  mean  in  direct  terms,  or  do  you  mean  by  implication  ! 

Mr,  Etarts, — We  ask  the  question. 

Mr,  Beach, — It  may  be  necessary  to  go  over  the  whole  interview  for  the 
purpose  of  telling  whether  anything  was  said  in  regard  to  its  truth  or  its 
falsity? 

Judge  Keilson. — Now  read  the  question,  Mr.  Stenographer. 
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[The  last  question  by  Mr.  Evarts  read  by  the  stenographer] 

Mr.  Beach. — I  submit  that  that  question  calls  upon  the  witness  to  give  a 
judgment  or  construction  in  regard  to  the  conversation  which  he  has  already 
detailed. 

Mr,  Evarts. — This  is  a  cross-examination. 

Mr.  Beach. — ^If  it  is  a  cross-examination,  they  can't  ask  him  to  give  a  jadg- 
ment  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  language  which  was  used,  and  it  may  impose 
upon  the  witness  the  necessity  of  seeing  or  referring  to  the  testimony  which 
he  has  given  relating  to  the  details  of  that  conversation. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  are  cross-examining  this  witness,  and  we  do  not  like  to 
have  suggestions  made  to  him  as  to  what  may  be  a  necessary  answer  for  him 
to  make. 

Judge  Neilson. — Still,  you  are  sensible  of  the  fact  that  you  are  allowed 
to  go  back  to  it  after  having  exhausted  the  interview. 

Mr.  EcartA. — We  have  closed  our  cross-examination  in  general  now,  and 
we  are  closing  up  tte  points  that  are  to  be  considered. 

Mr.  Brach. — My  suggestion  was  that  the  question  should  call  for  the  wit- 
ness to  answer  whether  anything  was  directly  said  by  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard 
to  the  truth  or  falsity  of  that  confession. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — That  is  exactly  what  the  question  is, — whether  at  that  inter- 
view anything  was  said  by  Mr.  Beecher  concerning  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the 
accusation? 

Mr.  Beach. — I  think  no  one  but  the  gentleman  will  perceive  the  difference 
between  that  question  and  that  construction  of  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — Take  that  last  down  as  the  question.  It  may  be  a  mod 
ification  of  the  other  question. 

[Question  n  ad  by  the  stenographer.] 

Mr.  Evarts.— That  interview  of  December  30th,  1870,  is  included  in  the 
question  of  course. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  accusation  in  what,  in  Mrs.  Tilton's  letter  ? 

Mr.  Evarts. — Yes,  sir. 

The  Witness. — The  only  word  that  was  said  to  me  by  Mr.  Beecher  in  re- 
gard to  Mrs.  Tilton's  confession,  was  at  the  foot  of  the  stairs,  when  he  asked 
me,  **  Have  you  seen  the  confession  '?"  and  I  said  I  had,  and  he  said,  **Thi8 
will  kill  me." 

Q.  That  is  all  that  was  said  ?  A.  That  is  all  that  was  said,  sir.  Now 
whether  that  is  a  denial  or  not,  I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Tracij.'^— After  the  interview  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mr.  Tilton  had 
closed  that  night,  did  Mr.  Tilton  say  to  you  that  all  Mr.  Beecher  said  touch- 
ing the  confession  of  his  wife's  adulteries  was — did  Mr.  Tilton  say  to  you 
that  all  the  answer  that  Mr.  Beecher  said  to  him  after  what  he  had  said  to 
him  was  :  **This  is  all  a  dream,  Theodore"  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton  told  me  that 
after  he  had  spoken  to  IVIr.  Beecher,  Mr.  Beecher  said,  **This  is  all  a  dream, 
Theodore;"  something  like  that. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Do  you  say  that  that  is  all  the  answer  that  Mr.  Beecher 
made  ?  A.  He  said  that  that  was  the  answer  that  Mr.  Beecher  made.  I 
remember  that,  sir;  that  is  all  I  remember. 
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Q,  Do  you  know  Senator  John  C.  Jacobs  of  this  city.?  A.  Tea,  sir;  I 
know  him. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  have  any  conversation  with  him  at  Albany  at  any  time  in 
regard  to  the  Beech er-Til ton  scandal  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  whether  I  did  or  not. 

Q.  Did  you  at  Albany,  in  the  Spring  or  Winter  of  1873,  during  the  session 
of  the  Legislature  of  1878,  in  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Jacobs,  where  the 
Beecb  er-Til  ton  scandal  was  the  subject  of  conversation,  say  to  him  that  if 
this  matter  was  ever  investigated  Mr.  Beeche.r  would  prove  to  be  all  right  ? 
A.  I  don't  recollect  whether  I  did  or  not. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  you  did  not  ?  A.  If  I  had  any  recollection 
ubout  it  I  would  tell  you. 

Q.  You  mean  to  say,  then,  that  you  have  no  recollection  ?  A.  I  have  not 
an>  recollection  alK)ut  that. 

Q.  Have  you  a  recollection  of  conversing  with  him  on  that  subject  ?  A, 
I  think  I  did  talk  with  Mr.  Japobs  about  it;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  that  conversation  did  you  say  anything  in  substance  like  what  I  have 
repeated  ?  A.  I  think  I  carried  the  impression  that  Mr.  Beecher  was  not  a 
guilty  man — I  think  so. 

Q.  And  didn't  you  say,  in  substance,  that  whenever  the  truth  of  this 
nfktter  was  known,  Mr.  Beecher  w^ould  prove  to  be  an  innocent  man  ?  A.  I 
don't  recollect  that,  sir.  My  impressi(m  with  regard  to  what  I  have  said,  I 
have  just  given  you. 

Q.  What  was  it  ?  A.  All  I  recollect — the  impression  that  I  gave  him  was 
that  Mr.  Beecher  was  not  a  guilty  man. 

Q.  IIow  did  you  give  him  that  impression  ?  A.  I  must  have  given  it  in 
words. 

Q.  Were  the  substance  of  the  words  by  which  you  conveyed  that  impres- 
sion to  him  that  when  the  truth  was  known,  or  that  when  this  matter  was 
investigated,  Mr.  Beecher  would  prove  to  be  an  innocent  man  ?  A.  I  don't 
recollect  those  to  be  the  words,  or  the  substance  of  the  words, 

Q.  Did  you  say  anything  on  the  subject  of  what  the  result  would  be  of  an 
investigation  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  did. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Archibald  Baxter  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Of  this  city?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with  him  touching  the  WoodhuU  scan- 
dal ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  was  it  ?    A.  On  'Change;  somewhere  in  the  neighborhood  of  the 
publication.  • 

Q.  Soon  after  the  publication  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  to  him  about  it  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  the  precise 
language.     I  had  two  conversations  with  him. 

Q.  Did  you  say  to  him,  in  substance,  that  Mr.  Beecher  was  not  guilty  of 
the  charge  made  against  him  in  the  WoodhuU  publication  ?  A.  No,  sir.  I 
think  when  I  was  pressed  by  Mr.  Baxter,  I  told  him  Mr.  Beecher  was  a  pure 
man. 

Q.  You  told  him  Mr.  Beecher  was  a  pure  man  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  that  I 
thought  he  was  something  of  that  sort 
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Q.  You  say  you  were  pressed  by  him.  Didn't  you  volunteer  to  go  to  him  ? 
A.  I  volunteered  the  first  time  to  go  to  him ;  the  first  conversation  I  had  with 
him  when  I  spoke  to  him  about  the  Woodhull  publication,  in  that  conversa- 
tion T  told  him  Mr.  Bowen  was  originally  the  author  of  the  stories,  that  the 
stories  originated  with  Mr  Bowen,  that  when  Mr.  Bowen  had  been  asked  to 
produce  the  evidence  he  had  failed  to  do  it,  and  that  the  differences  between 
Mr.  Bowen  and  Mr.  Tilton  had  been  settled;  and  about  the  "Woodhull  publi- 
cation I  said  if  it  wiis  true  it  wiis  infamous,  and  if  it  was  false  it  was  diabol- 
ical, and  if  Mr.  Beecher's  life  was  not  an  answer  to  it,  I  did  not  choose  to 
make  any ;  and  the  second  conversation,  I  think  Mr.  Baxter  came  to  me  about 
it,  and  pressed  me  concerninj^:  it  with  some  questions,  and  I  think  I  told  him 
in  substance — I  <lenied  the  guilt  of  Mr.  Beecher,  and  told  him  he  was  a  pure 
man — something  of  that  sort. 

Q.  Did  you  say  this  to  Mr.  Baxter,  in  substance,  '*If  you  will  only  be 
patient  you  will  be  convinced  that  Mr.  Beecher  is  as  good  a  man  as  you 
(Baxter)  ever  believed  him  to  be''  ?  A.  I  really  don't  recollect  the  cimver- 
sation.     I  didn't  give  him  an  opinion  adverse  to  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Do  you  say  you  did  not  use  that  language  to  him  ?  A.  If  I  had  any 
means  of  recalling  the  language  I  would  do  it ;  but  I  can  not  recall  the  language. 

Q.  Will  you  say  that  you  did  not  use  that  language  to  Mr.  Baxter  ?  ^. 
No,  sir;  I  have  not  any  recollection  alout  it.  I  gave  him  a  very  high  opinion 
about  Mr.  Beecher,  however. 

Q  Did  Mr.  Baxter  ask  you  if  you  did  not  mean  purity  in  a  special  sense? 
A.  I  don't  recollect  that. 

Q.  Did  yon  make  any  reply  ?    A.  Make  any  reply  to  what  ? 

Mr,  FnlJerton. — To  what  you  don't  recollect  ? 

The  Witness, — I  could  not. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Didn't  Mr.  Baxter  say:  **  There  are  different  meanings  to  the 
word  pure.  Do  you  mean  that  Mr.  Beecher  is  pure  in  the  ordinary  sense  of 
that  word  ?  Was  he  chaste  ?  Had  he  broken  the  seventh  commandment  ? " 
A.  I  don't  recollect  that;  I  guess  I  gave  him  an  idea  that  he  had  not  broken 
the  seventh  commandment. 

Q.  "Whac  did  you  say  to  him  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Baxter  ask  you  this  question  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  whether 
he  did  or  not,  but  I  gave  him  a  very  high  opinion  of  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Will  you  say  that  he  did  not  ?  A.  If  I  had  any  recollection  about  it  I 
would  answer  you. 

Q.  Will  you  say  you  have  no  recollection  that  he  did  not  ask  you  this 
question  ?  A.  If  I  had  any  recollection  about  it  I  should,  but  \  have  not.  I 
am  giving  you  the  impression  I  gave  Mr.  Baxter. 

Q.  I  am  asking  you  what  Mr.  Baxter  asked  you  ?  A.  If  I  could  tell  you  I 
would. 

Q.  You  can  not  tell  ?    A.  No,  sir ;  I  can  not  tell. 

Q.  "What  reply  did  you  make  to  these  questions  ?  What  reply  did  yon 
make  to  Mr.  Baxter  ?  Did  you  not  say  in  answer  to  these  questions,  **  He  is 
pure  in  that  sense  "  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.   *'Not  only    is  he  now,    but    he   always  has  been,    a  pure   man,   as 
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I  believe. '*     Did  you  say  that  to  Mr.  Baxter  f    A.  1  don't  recollect  the 
answer. 

Q.  Will  yon  swear  you  did  not  make  that  reply  to  him  ?  A.  If  I  had  any 
recollection  about  it  I  would  ^y^  it  to  you.  I  don't  understand  how  I  can 
answer  it  any  more  positively  than  I  am  answering  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  simply  wants  you  to  say  whether  you  recollect  or  not, 
A.  1  have  not  any  recollection  of  the  form  of  the  answer. 

Q.  Then  you  can  not  say  he  did  not  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  those  words, 
your  Honor.  The  impression  I  gave  him  was  that  Mr.  Beecher  was  a  pure 
man. 

Mr,  Evarts. — We  are  entitled  to  have  an  answer,  it  seems  to  us.  It  is  the 
usual  course  of  examination. 

The  Witness, — If  Mr.  Baxter  should  say  I  did,  I  should  say  I  did. 

Mr,  Evarts, — ^He  can  tell  us  whether  he  can  say  he  didn't  say  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — Can  you  say  you  did  not  use  those  words  ?  A.  I  can 
not  say  I  did  not  use  those  words. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Do  you  know  Edward  A.  Biden  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  know  him. 
I  believe  he  is  an  elevator  man. 

Q.  Is  he  a  member  of  the  Produce  Exchange  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  had» conversations  with  him  touching  the  Woodhull  story  ? 
A.  I  believe  I  have  had,  once  or  twice ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  did  you  have  those  conversations  ?  A.  I  think  I  have  seen  him 
about  it  about  tlie  time  of  the  Woodhull  publication. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.  On  the  Exchange. 

Q.  Did  you  speak  to  him  on  the  subject  of  this  scandal  ?  A.  Not  at 
length :  I  avoided  talking  with  him  very  long  about  it. 

Q.  You  spoke  to  him  on  the  subject  ?    A.  I  believe  so. 

Q.  Did  you  say  to  him:  '*It  is  false;  thers  is  not  a  word  of  truth  in  it, 
as  far  as  Mr.  Beecher  is  concerned  "  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  used  those 
words  to  him. 

Q.  Did  you  use  anything  in  sul>stance  like  that  ?  A.  I  may  have  told 
him  the  story  was  untrue. 

Q.  Did  you  say  it  was  untrue  as  far  as  Mr.  Beecher  Vas  concerned  ?  A, 
I  don't  recollect  that. 

Q.  Did  you  say  that  there  was  not  a  word  of  truth  in  that  ?  A.  I  don't 
recollect  that  neither. 

Q.  Did  you  use  any  such  language  in  substance  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect 
tnat.    I  gave  that  impression  to  him,  I  think. 

Q.  Do  you  know  J.  Haynes  Drake  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with  him  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  On  the  subject  of  thu  Woodhull  pul)lication  ?  A.  I  believe  I  did,  a 
short  conversation  with  him. 

Q.  Where  ?     A.  On  the  Exchange. 

Q.  Did  you  say  to  him :  (speaking  of  the  Woodhull  publication  with 
reference  to  Mr.  Beecher)  *^It  is  a  damned  mess  of  women's  fables"?  A. 
No,  sir;  I  don't  recollect  using  that  langua>^e. 

Q.  Did  you  use  anything  in  substance  like  that  f     A.  No,  air;  I  will  tell 
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you  what  I  did  say.  I  said  if  the  story  was  true  it  wifs  infamous,  and  if  it 
was  false  it  was  diabolical,  and  if  Mr.  Bcechcr's  life  was  not  an  answer  to  it 
I  didn't  choose  to  make  any;  and  that  is  the  substance  of  what  I  said  to  Mr. 
Drake. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  you  did  not  say  to  him,  *'It  is  a  damned  mess 
of  women's  fables  "  ?  A.  I  think  I  should  swear  to  ihe  best  of  my  recollec- 
tion that  I  did  not  use  that  language. 

Q.  Did  you  use  anything  in  substance  like  that  ?  A.  Not  quite  as  weak 
as  that;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Drake  say:  **  It  would  take  a  good  deal  of  such  testimony  as 
that  to  convince  me  that  Mr.  Beecher  is  criminally  guilty  "  ?  A.  I  don't  re- 
collect that  he  did. 

Q.  And  in  reply,  did  you  say :  "As  to  the  criminality  there  is  not  in  it  a 
'  shadow  of  truth,  and  if  Mr.  Bcecher's  career  is  not  a  sufficient  refutation  to 
slanders  from  such  a  source,  you  don't  deserve  to  have  your  mind  satisfied''  ? 
A.  I  said  the  latter  part;  1  don't  remember  the  other  part.  The  impression  I 
gave  to  him  was  this,  that  if  Mr.  Beecher's  life  was  not  an  answer  to  it  I 
didn't  choose  to  make  any  to  him. 

Q.  Didn't  you  say  as  to  the  criminality,  "  There  is  not  a  shadow  of  truth 
in  it  "  ?    A.  I  d(m't  recollect  having  said  that. 

Q.  Will  you  swear  you  did  not  say  tliat  ?  A.  I  will  swear  that  I  have  not 
any  recollection  about  it. 

Q.  Will  you  swear  you  didn't  say  it  ?  A.  How  can  I  swear  I  didn't  Bay  it 
if  I  can  not  recollect  what  I  said  ?  [To  Judge  Neilson.]  Your  Honor,  am  I 
answering  properly,  or  not  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  you  have  answered  the  question  fairly. 

Mr.  Tracy, — Did  you  say,  in  substance,  so?  Did  you  substantially  use  the 
words,  **  As  to  the  criminality  there  is  not  a  shadow  of  truth  in  it  ?  A.  I 
don't  recollect  it. 

Q.  Anything  like  that,  in  substance  ?  A.  I  can  give  you  the  substance  of 
what  I  recollect,  as  near  as  I  can  recollect  it. 

Q.  Do  you  know  William  B.  Barber?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  said  I  did  a  good 
while  ago. 

Q.  Is  he  a  member  of  the  Produce  Exchange  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q,  Did  you  have  a  talk  with  him  on  the  subject  of  the  WoodhuU  publica- 
tion ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Morris, — ^You  have  been  all  over  that,  Mr.  Tracy. 

Mr,  Tracy, — Oh,  no,  sir. 

Q.  IIow  soon  did  it  occur  after  the  publication  ?  A.  I  think  on  the  same 
day  it  happened. 

Q.  Did  you  say  to  him,  speaking  of  the  Wood  hull  publication^  **  There  is 
not  a  particle  of  truth  in  the  statement  as  against  Mr.  Beecher"  ?  A.  No, 
sir;  I  did  not  say  that  to  him:  I  recollect  what  I  did  say. 

(J.  Didn't  you  add,  **  Mr.  Beecher  is  as  pure  a  man  as  ever  lived  "  ?  A. 
No,  sir,  I  didn't  add  that  to  him.  Shall  I  tell  you  what  I  said  to  him  !  I 
can  give  you  that  conversation. 

Mr,  FtUlerto?i, — No,  they  don't  want  you  to  tell  that. 
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The  WitMSB. — [To  Judge  Neilson.]  Can  I  not  tell,  your  Honor,  what  I 
said. 

Judge  Nbilson, — ^By-and-bj  you  will  get  a  chance. 

Q.  Do  you  know  A.  H.  Davis  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  him  now. 

Q.  Of  the  firm  of  Barling  &  Davis  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  I  know  him  pretty  well 

Q.  Did  you  have  a  talk  with  him  concerning  the  Woodhull  publication? 
A.  I  don't  recollect  whether  I  did  or  not. 

Q.  At  the  Custom  House  and  at  your  place  of  business  ?  A.  I  don't 
recollect. 

Q.  Did  he  ask  you,  **  What  does  this  Woodhull  scandal  mean  ?  "  Is  there 
any  truth  in  it  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  speaking  to  him  upon  the  subject  at  all. 

Q.  And  did  you  reply,  **  There  is  not  a  word  of  truth  in  it.  I  think  it  is 
a  shame,  after  Mr.  Beecher  has  lived  so  long,  that  anybody  should  believe  it  "  ? 
A.  I  don't  recollect  having  met  Mr.  Davis. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  such  conversation  with  him,  in  substance  ?  A.  I 
don't  recollect  having  met  him  on  the  subject. 

Judge  Nbilson. — Or  having  had  such  a  conversation  ?  A.  No,  sir;  nor 
having  had  such  a  conversation. 

Mr.  Tracy, — ^Do  you  know  Reuben  W.  Ropes  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 
•  Q.  Did  you  have  any  conversation  with  him  about  November,  1872,  touch- 
ing the  Woodhull  publication  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  whether  it  was    in 
November,  1872.     My  impression  is  that  I  had  a  conversation  with  him  com- 
ing up  Wall-street  ferry  hill. 

Q.  Yes,  sir;  tliat  is  the  place  ?    A.  Well  ? 

Q.  Did  he  say  to  you:  **I  have  never  happened  to  meet  you  to  speak  with 
you  since  the  affair  of  the  Beecher-Woodhull  publication.  Did  you  go  to  Mr, 
Beccher's  house  with  a  pistol  and  demand  a  paper,  as  stated  in  Woodhull  & 
Claflin's  paper  "  ?  and  did  you  say  in  answer  to  that,  **  It  is  a  danmed  infernal 
lie  "  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  whether  I  swore  in  his  presence  or  not,  but  that 
IB  substantially  what  I  said  to  him. 

Q.  And  did  he  add,  **  You  happen  to  know  more  of  this  case  than  I  do. 
Now,  is  there  any  truth  in  regard  to  the  scandal  in  regard  to  Mr.  Beecher  "  ? 
and  did  you  reply,  **  They  are  a  pack  of  infernal  lies"?  A.  I  don't  know 
whether  I  used  that  language  or  not,  but  I  guess  I  gave  Mr.  Ropes  the  impres- 
sion that  Mr.  Beecher  was  perfectly  pure,  and  that  the  stories  were  lies. 

Q.  You  said  so,  in  substance  ?  A.  I  gave  that  impression,  whether  I  said 
it  in  substance.     I  don't  remember  the  words. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Edwin  A.  Studwell  ?  A.  A  man  that  used  to  live  South 
— a  Florida  improvement  man  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.  A.  I  don't  know  him  very  well.  I  have  met  him ;  I  don't 
recollect  having  met  him  on  this.subject. 

Q.  Did  you  see  him  in  Florida  when  you  were  there  in  1871  ?  A.  Yea, 
sir. 

Q.  And  talked  with  him  f  A.  Yes,  sir;  that  was  before  the  Woodhull 
story. 

Q.  Yes,  sir;  in  1871  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  in  March,  1871,  was  it  not  f  Yea,  air; 
I  met  him  in  March,  1871,  in  Jacksonville. 
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Q.  Did  you  have  a  talk  with  him  in  Florida  in  the  spring  of  1871,  in 
regard  to  the  stories  about  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mrs.  Tilton  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect 
that  I  did. 

Q.  Did  you  say  to  him  that  you  had  all  the  papers  in  the  case  and  letters 
relating  to  it,  and  that  it  was  all  a  damned  slander  against  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A. 
I  don't  recollect  whether  I  did  or  not. 

Q.  Did  you  say  anything  in  substance  like  that  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect 
having  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Stud  well  about  it. 

Q.  Did  you  say  anything  to  him  on  that  subject,  leaving  out  the  oath, 
with  the  exceptions  I  hsTC  stated  ?  A.  Very  likely  I  had  that  in  if  I  talked 
to  him.    I  don't  remember  having  talked  to  him  at  alL 

Q.  Do  you  know  Charles  H.  Cadwell  ?  A,  What  is  his  business;  pro- 
vision man — is  that  it  ? 

Mr.  Shearman, — 115  Broad-street  ? 

A.  I  don't  know  where  his  office  is.  I  remember  Mr.  Cadwell,  who  used 
to  be  with  Charles  Parker.  I  don't  know  whether  that  is  the  man  you  refer 
to  or  not. 

Mr.  Tracf/. — That  is  the  man.  A.  I  don't  remember  having  talked  with 
him  about  it;  I  may  have  done  so. 

Q.  You  say  you  don't  remember  talking  with  him  on  the  subject  of  the 
Wood  hull  scandal  ?    A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Within  a  short  time  after  its  publication  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  On  a  train  of  cars  going  to  Boston  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  did. 
I  recollect  going  on  a  train  of  cars  to  Boston,  but  I  don't  recollect  talking 
with  him  about  it. 

Q.  Shortly  after  the  WoodhuU  publication  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  whether 
shortly  after  the  Woodhull  publication  or  not. 

Q.  On  your  way  to  Boston,  speaking  of  this  talk  about  Mr.  Beecher  in 
the  Woodhull  publication,  did  you  say  there  was  no  truth  in  any  of  the 
rumors  respecting  Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  it. 

Q.  Did  you  say  anything  to  him  in  reference  to  that  ?  A.  I  don't  recol- 
lect that  I  did;  I  recollect  that  I  didn't  say  anything  against  Mr.  Beecher  to 
him,  if  that  will  answer  you. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  in  substance  this  :  that  *'If  Mr.  Beecher  should  the 
next  day  tell  Plymouth  Church  all  the  facta  pertaining  to  his  life,  there  would 
not  be  a  single  person  in  it,  who  could  impute  a  single  blemish  to  the  purity 
of  their  pastor  "  ?     A.  I  don't  recollect  havinij  used  tliat  language. 

Q.  Did  you  use  anything  in  substance  like  that  ?  A.  I  don^t  recollect 
any  conversation  with  Mr.  Cadwell  at  all  on  the  subject. 

Q.  Are  you  willing  to  say  you  did  not  say  this  to  him  ?  A.  I  am  not 
willing  to  Siy  I  did  not.  I  say  I  have  not  any  recollection  of  talking  with  Mr, 
Cadwell.  I  would  not  have  any  objection  to  telling  exactly  what  I  did  say, 
if  I  remembered  it. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Halliday,  assistant  pastor  of  Plymouth  Church  ?  A, 
Slightly ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  talk  with  him  on  the  subject  of  the  Woodhull  pub- 
lication ?    A.  I  don^t  know  whether  it  was  about  the  Woodhull  publicatioo 
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or  not.  He  came  to  me  after  the  deacon's  meeting,  and  I  talked  with  him 
about  the  stories  against  Mr.  Beecher.  Can  you  give  me  the  date  of  the  con- 
versation ? 

Q.  About  November  23d.  1872 — December  or  November.  A.  Very  likely 
there  was  some  talk  about  the  Victoria  WoodhuU  publication. 

Q.  At  your  house  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q,  Did  you  tell  him:  **Mr.  Halliday,  I  know  all  about  this  affair,  if  any- 
body knows  "  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  the  language.  I  conveyed  to  him  the 
impression  that  Mr.  Beecher  was  guiltless  of  any  cliargc  against  him. 

Q.  I  understand  that;  but  I  ask  you  definitely  the  question  ?  A.  I  can 
not  tell  you  definitely. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him :  '*  T  know  all  about  this  afiair  if  anybody  knows  "  ? 
A.  I  don't  recollect  that. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  that  you  said  that  to  him  in  substance  ?  A.  No,  sir; 
I  don't  recollect  that  I  said  it  in  substance. 

Q.  And  did  you  add,  bringing  your  hand  down  on  the  table,  *^  I  know  he 
is  guiltless  "  ?  A.  I  don't  know  whether  I  brought  my  hand  down  on  the 
table  at  that  point  or  not;  but  I  know,  when  I  brought  it  down,  I  said  *^It 
was  a  damned  shame  for  the  deacons  to  be  digging  into  a  scandal  that  had 
been  settled  between  the  parties." 

Q.  Did  you  say  that  he  was  guiltless  ?    A.  I  think  I  did;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  add  in  that  conversation  with  Mr.  Halliday,  **I  am  not  a 
member  of  your  church,  but  my  wife  is.  Do  you  suppose  that  if  Mr.  Beecher 
is  a  bad  man  I  would  allow  him  to  sit  there  at  my  table  with  my  wife"  ?  A. 
My  impression  is  that  I  didn't  say  that  part. 

Q.  Your  impression  is  that  you  didn't  say  that  part  ?  A.  Yes,  sir,  my 
impression  is  that  I  didn't. 

Q.  Will  you  swear  you  didn't  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  will  swear  that  my  im- 
pression is  that  I  didn't. 

Q.  Did  you  or  not  say  it  ?  A.  I  am  telling  all  I  know  about  it — my  im- 
pression about  it. 

Q.  Will  you  say  you  didn't  ?  A.  How  can  I  say  that  when  I  don't  recol- 
lect ?    I  am  giving  you  my  best  recollection. 

Q.  Can  you  say  you  didn't  ?  A.  My  recollection  is  not — ^that  T  didn't;  that 
is  my  best  recollection,  that  I  didn't. 

Q.  Are  you  ready  to  swear  that  you  didn't  say  those  words  f  A.  I  am 
ready  to  swear  that  to  the  best  of  my  recollection  I  didn't  say  those  words. 
Is  that  a  correct  answer,  Mr.  Evarts  ? 

Mr.  Evarts, — Answer  according  to  your  conscience. 

The  Witness, — My  conscience  directs  the  answer,  but  is  the  phraseology 
correct  ? 

Mr.  Trotfy.— Did  you  add  further:  **Why,  Mr.  Halliday,  Mr.  Tilton  is 
friendly  to  Mr.  Beecher."  Did  you  say  that  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  whether 
I  did  or  not. 

**Q.  When  he  (Tilton)  came  back  from  his  campaign  in  New  Hampshire 
on  the  morning  after  election,  he  sat  precisely  where  you  did  on  the  sofa,  and 
when  Mr.  Beecher  came  through  that  door  he  (Tilton)  sprung  to  his  feet  and 
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■went  to  him  and,  with  both  hands,  shook  hands  with  him  in  thU  way  (show- 
ing how),  and  expressed  his  sorrow  and  intense  regret  at  the  appearance  of 
that,  and  disclaimed  all  knowledge  of  it,  and  offered  to  do  anything  he  coald 
to  repair  the  mischief  ? "  A.  Something  of  that  sort  I  said  to  him.  I  don't 
remember  the  two  hands  part  of  it. 

Q.  Did  you  say  anything  in  substance  like  it  ?  A.  How  is  that  ?t— taking 
Mr.  Beecher's  hands  in  both  of  his  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.  A.  I  don't  recollect  saying  that,  but  I  think  very  likely  I 
recited  to  him  the  substance  of  the  interview  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mr. 
Tilton  in  November. 

Q.  Substantially  you  stated  that  ?  A.  Yes,  sir,  substantially  like  that — 
something  like  it — and  I  think  I  told  him  that  Mr.  Tilton  was  friendly  to 
him;  I  think  so. 

Q.  Did  you  also  say  this  [referring  to  the  Woodhull  publication]  :  **  I 
have  denied  this.  Tilton  denied  it.  Mrs.  Stanton  has  denied  it,**  and 
didn't  you  name  another  person  who  had  denied  it,  and  then  add,  '*  All  have 
denied  it  but  Pauline  Davis,  and  she  is  in  Europe  and  can  not  deny  it,  be- 
cause of  her  absence.  Now,  what  more  can  be  done  ?''  A.  I  think  I  said 
something  like  that. 

Q.  Did  you,  in  substance,  say  that  ?    A.     Something  like  that. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Swan,  of  the  firm  of  R.  Moore  &  Co.  ?  A.  I  dont 
recall  the  name. 

Q.  You  know  Mr.  Swan  ?  A.  I  know  Mr.  Swan  of  Grinnell,  Mintum 
&Co. 

Q.  Did  you  meet  him  in  Armour  &  Co.'s.  A.  I  don't  know  the  name  of 
Mr.  Armour's  partner,  whether  it  is  Mr.  Swan  or  not. 

Q.  Do  you  know  Mr.  Armour's  partner  ?  A.  I  know  him  by  sight ;  I 
don't  remember  his  name. 

Q.  Did  you  have  a  talk  with  him  on  the  subject  of  your  difficulty  in  this 
conversation  ?    A.  The  difficulty  is  in  recollecting  the  name  of  Mr.  Swan. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^I  will  try  if  I  can  identify  him  any  more. 

The  Witness. — I  am  almost  ashamed  to  say  I  don't  know  that  gentleman's 
name,  because  I  know  him  so  well. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^Do  you  know  the  man  I  refer  to  as  Mr.  Swan  ?  A.  I  don't 
recollect. 

Q.  Do  you  know  one  of  that  name  ?  A.  I  don't  know  that  I  know  of  one 
of  that  name. 

Q.  Do  you  know  a  Mr.  Swan  with  whom  you  have  talked  about  your 
difficulties  ?  A.  I  really  dcm't  know  a  Mr.  Swan  with  whom  I  have  talked, 
and  if  this  partner  of  Mr.  Armour's  is  the  Mr.  Swan  yon  mean,  I  don't  re- 
member of  haidng  talked  with  him.     Perhaps  you  will  get  along  with  that. 

Q.  Do  you  know  a  Mr.  Swan  with  whom  you  are  on  terms  of  intimacy? 
A.  No,  sir;  only  an  acquaintance  of  Griunell,  Minturn  &  Co.'s.  I  have  known 
him  a  great  many  years. 

Q.  Did  you  talk  with  him  about  your  difficulties  with  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A 
No,  sir,  not  tliat  I  recollect.  There  is  no  Mr.  Swan  with  whom  I  have  talked 
that  I  know  of. 
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Mr,  Ecarts, — We  will  find  out  more  aboat  Mr.  Swan. 

The  Witness.— Well  I  ^ 

Mr.  Evarts. — ^It  is  the  hour  of  adjournment.  I  am  very  happy  to  state  to 
your  Honor  that  we  liave  very  few  matters  to  go  on  with  iu  reference  to  this 
witness. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — ^We  think  this  matter  ought  to  be  concluded  this  after- 
noon. 

Mr,  Evarts.  —We  think  not.     We  want  to  adjourn  at  the  usual  hour. 

Mr,  Beach, — I  agree  with  your  proposition. 

The  Witness. — ^I  do  not. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — That  proposition  must  be  mine  then,  I  think. 

Mr,  Beach. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  think  we  ought  to  finish  the  cross-examination  of  this 
witness  to-day ;  I  think  it  ought  to  be  concluded  to-day.  Your  Honor  was 
disposed  to  conclude  it  on  Friday,  and  they  said  they  would  not  probably 
occupy  the  whole  of  the  day. 

Judge  Neilson. — Still,  I  make  a  good  deal  of  allowance  for  the  circum- 
stance that  Mr.  Tracy  was  called  into  the  cross-examination  without  prepara- 
tion, and  he  might  not,  therefore,  be  able  to  proceed  readily  as  he  otherwise 
would. 
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Francis  D.  Moulton  recalled,  and  the  cross-examination  continued. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^Mr.  Moulton,  will  you  hand  to  us  now  any  letters  that  you 
have  from  Mr.  Beecher  which  have-not  already  been  given  in  evidence  ?  A. 
All  letters  that  I  have,  sir  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir;  all  the  letters  that  you  have  from  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Mr.  Morris. — ^I  will  select  them  out,  those  that  I  have  here. 

Mr.  Tracy, — With  the  envelopes,  if  you  have  them,  in  which  they  were 
sent. 

Mr.  Beach, — I  think,  your  Honor,  we  ought  to  inquire  of  the  counsel  for 
what  purpose  they  demand  the  possession  of  these  letters.  They  are  ad- 
dressed to  Mr.  Moulton^  and  some  of  them  we  may  want  to  use  in  the  course 
of  the  trial. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  will  hand  them  back;  we  expect  to  restore  them  to  the 
hands  from  which  we  receive  them. 

Judge  Neilson. — They  expect  to  restore  them  for  use. 

Mr.  Emrts. — Yes,  sir.  They  are  papers  which  do  not  belong  to  the  plain- 
tiff, but  belong  to  the  witness,  and  which  he  brings  here  under  subpcena. 

Judge  Neilson. — While  you  are  looking  for  the  papers  I  would  like  to 
say  to  Judge  Porter,  whom  I  am  very  glad  to  see  with  us  this  morning,  that 
while  continuing  this  cross-examination  of  Mr.  Moulton  by  Mr.  Tracy,  on  the 
ostensible  ground  that  to  adjourn  the  crosa  examination  would  break  the  con- 
tinuity of  the  testimony,  the  real  motive  was  lest  the  judge  should,  some  of 
his  work  being  unfinished,  be  tempted  to  return  sooner  than  he  ought.  Do 
you  find  the  papers,  gentlemen  ? 
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Mr.  Morris. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  have  some  of  them. 

Mr,  Morris. — We  are  marking  thefti  as  fast  as  we  can. 

Mr,  Tracy  — I  will  go  on  with  some  other  subject.  There  is  one  qaestioD, 
your  Honor,  which  I  asked  last  night,  to  which  I  did  not  receive  an  answer 
on  account  of  the  inability  to  identify  the  proposed  witness. 

The  Witness. — I  have  identified  the  witness. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  should  have  taken  that  up  this  morning,  but  I  have  not  the 
book  here. 

TJie  Witness. — Mr.  Swan  is  the  one. 

Mr.  Tro/cy. — Yes,  Mr.  Swan. 

The  Witness. — I  sent  over  to  New  York  this  morning  about  it.  I  found 
out  that  the  partner  of  Mr.  Armour  was  Mr.  Swan. 

Mr.  Tracy. — We  will  not  talk  about  that,  Mr.  Moulton,  antil  I  get  the 
book  here,  so  we  can  close  it  when  we  enter  upon  it. 

The  Witness. — All  right,  sir. 

Q.  I  hand  you  a  letter  dated  February  13th,  1871,  which  I  ask  you  to  ex- 
amine. [Handing  witness  a  letter.]  Did  you  ever  see  that  letter  before,  Mr. 
Moulton?     A.  Yes,  sir;  I  think  I  have. 

Q.  Where  did  you  first  see  it  ?  A.  It  was  brought  to  me  by  Mr.  Beecher 
to  my  house  in  Clin  ton  street,  I  believe. 

Q.  Was  it  the  subject  of  conversation  between  yourself  and  Mr.  Beecher  t 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Tilton  present  at  that  conversation  ?  A.  I  don't  think  he 
was. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  will  introduce  that  letter. 

Mr.  Beach. — What  is  it  ?    Let  us  see  it.     [Taking  the  letter.]  •  . 

Mr.  Sfiearman. — ^It  is  a  note  written  by  Mr.  P.  B.  Perkins  to  Mr.  Beechei 

Mr.  Tracy. — Mr.  Perkins  is  the  nephew  of  Mr.  Beecher,  is  he  not  ?  A. 
Mr.  Beecher  told  me  he  was. 

Mr.  Shearman. — [Reading.] 

*  Box  44.  Station  D.         ) 
"  My  Dear  Uncle  :  **  N.  Y..  Feb.  13,  '71       ) 

"  After  some  conBideration  I  decide  to  inform  you  of  a  matter  concerning  yon. 

"  Tilton  has  been  justifyinj?  or  excasing  his  recent  intrigues  with  women  by 
alleging  that  you  have  been  detected  in  the  like  adulteries,  the  same  having 
been  hashed  up  out  of  consideration  for  the  parties. 

"  This  I  knote.  You  may  of  course  do  what  you  like  with  this  letter.  Isuppow 
such  talk  dies  quickest  unanswered.  I  have  thought  it  best  to  let  you  know  what  is 
being  said  about  you,  and  by  whom,  however  ;  for  whether  you  act  in  the  matter 
or  not,  it  has  been  displeasing  me  to  suppose  such  tbings  done  without  your 
knowledge.  1  have  thought  other  people  base  ;  hut  Theodore  Tilton  has  in  this 
action  dived  into  the  very  sub-collar  of  the  very  back-house  of  infamy. 

'*  In  case  you  should  choose  to  let  him  know  of  this,  I  am  responsible,  and  don't 
seek  any  concealment. 

**  Very  truly  yours,  "  P.  B.  Pkrkin% 

"  To  Rev.  Henry  Ward  Beecher. 

"P.  S. — I  can't  say  Tilton  said  'adulteries.'    He  was  referring  to  his  Iat« 

intrigues  with  Mrs. and  others,  however  he  may  have  described  them 

What  1  am  informed  of  is  the  excuse  by  implicating  you  in  '  similar '  affiiirs. 

[Letter  marked  •  *  Exhibit  D.  46.  "J  "  F.  B.  P. " 
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Mr.  Shearman, — ^I  wfll  say  to  your  Honor  that  the  name  is  mentioned  in 
fun  here  [referring  to  the  second  line  of  the  postscript],  but  I  have  complied 
with  your  Honor's  direction. 

Mr,  Tracy, — You  say  that  yourself,  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Beecher  consulted 
as  to  the  answer  that  should  be  made  to  tliat  letter  ?  A.    I  didn't  say  that,  sir, 

Q.  Ah  I  I  misunderstood  you.     Was  that  the  fact  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Were  you  present  when  the  subject  of  what  answer  should  be  made  to 
it  was  discussed  and  considered  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  with  Mr.  Beecher  alone. 

Q.  Not  with  Mr.  Tilton  ?    A.  Not  with  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Tilton  take  any  part  in  the  discussion  of  the  answer  that 
should  be  made  to  it  ?  A.  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  I  would  submit  his  answer 
to  Mr.  Tilton,  and  he  promised  to  wait  until  I  could  consult  Tilton  about  it, 
but  he  sent  the  answer,  I  found  afterwards,  before  I  saw  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  Did  you  see  Mr.  Tilton  and  consult  with  him  in  regard  to  the  answer  ? 
A.  I  believe  I  did:  my  recollection  is  that  I  did. 

Q.  Did  he  dictate  an  answer  for  Mr.  Beecher  to  that  letter  ?  A.  No,  sir ; 
he  told  me  substantially  what  he  wanted  to  be  his  answer. 

Q.  And  you  took  it  down  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  I  wrote  it  down. 

Q.  At  the  time  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  whether  it  was  at  the  time  or  not. 
I  wrote  down  substantially  what  he  said. 

Q.  [Handing  a  book  to  the  witness.]  Look  at  that  book  and  see  if  it 
refreshes  your  memory  on  the  subject  ?  A.  I  remember  substantially  what 
was  in  the  book.  [The  witness  refers  to  the  book.]  It  does  not  particularly 
refresh  my  memory. 

Q.  [Handing  letter  to  witness.]  Is  that  Mr.  Beecher's  answer  to  the  note 
of  Mr.  Perkins  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  believe  that  is  the  answer,  and  there  is  also  a 
note  there 'that  Theodore  Tilton 

Mr,  Tracy. — Dictated  to  you  ?  A.  What  he  expressed  or  dictated,  I 
wrote ;  I  do  not  remember  whether  he  dictated  that  or  not. 

Q.  You  wrote  it  down  from  his  dictation  ?  A.  From  what  he  told  me;  I 
don't  think  I  wrote  from  his  dictation. 

Q.  And  that  is  what  he  thought  the  answer  should  be  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  that 
is  substantially  what  I  suppose,  he  thought  the  answer  should  be. 

Mr,  SJiearman. — The  following  is  the  answer  which  Mr.  Beecher  wrote: 

'*  February  33, '71. 

**  My  Dear  Fred.  Whatever  Mr.  Tilton  formerly  said  against  me,  and 
I  know  the  substance  of  it,  he  his  ufUhdrawn,  and  frankly  coufesded  that  he  had 
been  misled  by  the  statements  of  one  who  when  confronted,  backed  down  from 
his  charges. 

"  In  some  sense  I  am  in  part  to  blame  for  his  indignation.  For,  I  lent  a  cred- 
uloas  ear  to  reports  about  him,  which  I  have  reason  to  believe  were  cxapfgerated 
or  wholly  false. — After  a  full  conference  and  explanation,  th»*re  remains  between 
us  no  misunderstanding: ;  but,  mutual  good  will  and  reconciliation  have  taken 
the  place  of  exasperation. 

"Of  course,  I  shall  not  chase  after  rumors  that  will  soon  run  themselves 
out  of  breath  if  left  alone.  If  my  friends  will  put  their  foot  silently  on  any 
coal  or  hot  embers  and  crush  them  out,  icithout  talking ^  the  miserable  lies  will 
be  as  dead  in  New  York  in  a  Utile  time  as  they  are  in  Brooklyn. 

*'  But  I  do  not  any  the  less  thank  you  for  your  affectionate  solicitude  and 
your  loyalty  to  my  good  name.     I  should  have  replied  earlier  but  your  letter 
came  when  I  was  out  of  town.    I  had  to  go  out  again  immediately. 
I.— 48 
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"  If  the  papers  do  not  meddle  tins  blander  will  fall  still-born— dead  as  JuliaM 
CflBsar,  If  a  senmtion  should  be  got  up  of  course  there  are  enough  bitter  enemies 
to  fan  the  matter  and  create  annoyance,  though  no  final  damage. 

**  1  am  your  affectionate  uncle,  H.  W.  B." 

Mr.  Shearman. — The  note  which  Mr.  Tilton  prepared  as  a  substitute  for 
thiSf  to  be  sent  to  Mr.  Perkins,  is  as  follows,  endorsed  on  the  back  of  the  same 
letter  in  Mr.  Moulton's  handwriting: 

**  An  enemy  of  mine  as  I  now  learn  poisoned  the  mind  of  T.  T.  by  telling 
him  stories  coticerulng  me.  T.  T.  being  angered  against  me  because  I  had 
quoted  similar  stories  against  him  whicb  I  had  heard  from  the  same  party,  re- 
taliated. Theodore  and  I  through  a  mutual  friend  were  brought  together  and 
found  upon  mutual  explanations  that  both  were  the  victims  of  the  same  sian 
derer.     Theodore  has  taken  pains  to  deny  to  parties  that  " 

[Letter  marked  •*  Exhibit  D,  47."] 

Mr.  FuUei'ton. — ^Will  your  Honor  permit  the  witness  to  step  to  tho  door  i 
A  messenger  wishes  to  see  him. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  suggestion  is  that  the  witness  step  to  the  door. 

Mr.  Evarta. — ^We  ask  him  to  wait  for  a  moment,  not  for  any  new  subject, 
but  only  to  see  whether  we  have  read  the  whole  of  this. 

The  WitJiesa.—^h^W  I  read  it  ? 

[Mr.  Shearman  hands  the  letter  to  the  witness.] 

The  Witness. — That  is  my  handwriting. 

Judge  Neilson. — Can  you  read  it  ? 

Mr.  Evarta. — ^It  has  been  r«ad. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Do  you  remember  about  it  now,  on  looking  at  it  ?  A.  No, 
sir;  I  don't  remember  whether  that  sentence  was  concluded  or  not.  That  is 
what  you  are  asking  me  about — ^the  last  sentence  f 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^Yes,  sir. 

Tlie  Witness. — [To  Judge  Neilson.]  Shall  I  step  to  the  door  now,  your 
Honor  ? 

JxTDOB  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

[The  witness  retired.] 

Mr.  FuUerton. — May  it  please  your  Honor,  I  suppose  the  witness  will  not 
be  able  to  return  to  complete  his  cross-examination,  or  to  subject  himself  to 
the  re-direct  examination.  The  sudden  and  unexpected  death  of  bis  mother 
makes  it  necessary  that  he  should,  I  suppose,  give  attention  to  his  family, 
which  is  now  afflicted.    It  occurred  a  few  minutes  since. 

Judge  Neilson. — His  mother  died  this  morning  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — ^Yes,  sir. 

JxTDGB  Neilson. — Has  he  just  learned  the  fact  f 

Mr.  FuUerton. — He  has  not  learned  it  yet. 

Judge  Neilson. — Then,  gentlemen,  the  examination  will  be  deferred. 

Mr.  Evarts. — During  the  last  moment  of  the  witness'  examination  the  in- 
telligence was  conveyed  to  my  learned  friend,  Judge  FuUerton,  not  having 
yet  reached  the  witness,  and  he  spoke  to  me  on  the  subject,  and  the  result  is 
this  communication  to  him,  which,  of  course,  will  require  that  your  Honor 
and  ourselves  should  accede  to  whatever  his  wishes  may  be  in  regard  to  it. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  suppose  it  had  better  be  deferred  to  some  future  day  iii 
the  course  of  this  trial,  when  he  can  return. 
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JxTDGE  Nbelson. — Of  couree  that  will  be  very  proper. 

The  witness  here  returned  into  court,  and  said :  Your  Honor,  I  have  just 
heard  of  my  mother's  death,  but  I  will  wait  to  finish  this  examination  if  it 
does  not  take  too  long. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  is  agreed  that  it  shall  be  deferred  to  some  future 
time. 

[The  witness  takes  the  witness  stand.] 

Mr,  FuUertoii, — The  witness  seems  tt)  think  he  had  rather  finish  it  now,  so 
as  not  to  be  under  the  necessity  of  returning. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  will  be  necessary  that  the  witness  shall  return,  per- 
haps, in  w  day  or  two.     I  think  this  had  better  be  deferred 

Mr.  EtarU, — ^If  your  Honor  please,  we  suppose  that  the  entire  exhaustion 
on  one  side  or  the  other  of  this  witness  can  not  be  finished,  and  that  being 
BO,  we  woald  prefer  that  it  should  cease  now,  rather  than  at  another  time. 

Mr,  Beach. — I  have  made  a  request  to  the  witness,  that  he  should  over- 
come his  private  and  personal  grief,  out  of  regard  to  a  public  duty.  I  think 
it  is  desirable  that  his  cross-examination  should  close,  and  he  has  yielded  to 
my  request,  and  we  will  ccmclude  the  examination. 

Judge  Neilson. — Have  you  agreed  about  the  re-direct  examination,  when 
that  shall  be  concluded  ? 

Mr.  Shearman, — Mr.  Beach  says  he  will  go  on  with  the  re-direct  examina- 
tion also. 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  witness  may  not  be  aware  of  the  length  of  time  that  his 
examination  may  continue. 

2'he  Witness. — I  will  wait,  sir,  until  it  is  finished. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^Now,  Mr.  Moulton,  do  you  know  how  Mr.  Tilton  came  by  the 
copy  of  Mr.  Beecher's  letter  of  Feb.  5,  1872  ?  A.  Do  I  know  how  he  came 
by  a  copy  of  it  ?. 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  I  do  not.     What  is  the  letter  of  Feb.  5,  1872  ? 

Q.  It  is  the  long  letter  of  Feb.  6,  1872  ?    A.  I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Shearman. — It  is  the  one  that  refers  to  the  church,  the  newspapers, 
and  the  book.     [** Exhibit  N(».  19,"  p.  382,  arUe.] 

The  Witness. — Let  me  look  at  it,  and  perhaps  I  can  tell  yod.  [Mr.  Shears 
man  hands  witness  the  book,  which  he  examines.]  I  don't  know  how  he 
came  by  a  copy  of  it. 

Q.  Did  you  give  him  a  copy  of  it  ?    A.  No,  sir ;  I  never  gave  him  a  copy  of  it. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  permit  liim  to  make  a  copy  of  it  ?  A.  I  don't  remember 
of  his  having  taken  a  copy  in  my  presence ;  I  think  I  read  the  letter  to  him, 
or  may  have  handed  it  to  him  to  read. 

Q.  Could  he  have  made  a  copy  of  it  in  your  presence  without  your  know- 
ing it  ?  A.  I  don't  know ;  I  don't  recollect  that  he  ever  made  a  copy  of  it  in 
my  presence. 

Q.  That  is  not  exactly  the  question  that  I  ask  ?    A.  I  don't  think  he  could. 

Q.  Was  he  not  a  stenographer,  a  short-hand  writer  ?  A.  Yes,  sir  ;  a 
short-hand  writer. 

Q.  Was  it  not  bis  habit  to  take  a  copy  of  these  papers  in  short-hand  ?  A. 
No,  sir;  I  don't  recollect  that  it  was. 
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Q.  He  could  not  have  taken  it  in  short-hand  in  your  presence,  when  yon 
were  reading  it,  without  your  knowing  it  ?  A.  Not  without  my  knowing;  I 
might  not  recollect  now  that  he  did. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  you  never  intentionally  permitted  him  to  have  a 
copy  of  that  letter  of  February  5,  1872  ?  A.'  I  never  intentionally  permitted 
him  to  have  a  copy  of  it. 

Q.  Or  to  take  a  copy  of  it  ?  A.  Or  he  to  take  a  copy  of  it ;  I  may  have 
read  it  to  him,  or  may  have  handed  him  the  paper,  and  if  he  wanted  a  copy  of 
it,  I  probably  would  have  allowed  him  to  take  it. 

Q.  You  think  you  would  have  allowed  him  ?      A.  I  might  have. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  of  handing  it  to  him  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  of  hand- 
ing it  to  him;  I  may  have  done  so,  however,  for  him  to  read. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  how  he  obtained  a  copy  of  the  Beecher  letter  of  June 
1,  1873  ?    A.  I  can  not  tell.    I  read  him  that  letter. 

Q.  When  did  you  read  it  to  him  ?  A.  I  don't  know.  I  may  have  read  it 
to  him  on  Sunday.    I  don't  recollect  when  I  left  it  with  him  precisely. 

Q.  Dii  you  leave  it  with  him  ?    A.  I  don't  think  I  did. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  whether  you  did  or  not  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  whether 
I  did  or  not. 

Q.  How  did  he  obtain  a  copy  of  Mr.  Beecher's  letter  of  February  7, 1871, 
addressed  to  you  ?    A.  What  was  that  letter  ? 

Q.  That  is  the  letter  where  three  letters  were  written  all  on  the  same  day 
— two  by  Mr.  Beecher,  and  one  by  Mr.  Tilton.  A.  I  know  that  there  were 
three  lettere  dated  on  the  same  day.     Which  is  the  one  yon  refer  to  ? 

Q.  I  refer  to  Mr.  Beecher's  letter  to  you.  How  did  he  get  a  copy  of  that 
letter  ?     A.  I  don't  know  how  he  got  a  copy  of  it. 

Q.  You  never  gave  him  a  copy  of  it  ?      A.  I  never  recollect  doing  so. 

Q.  Nor  permitted  him  to  piake  it  ?  A  I  don't  know  that  I  did.  I  was 
in  the  habit  of  showing  him  letters. 

Q.  Were  you  in  the  habit  of  leaving  them  with  him?  A.  No,  sir;  I  was 
not  in  the  habit  of  leaving  them  with  him. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  of  leaving  Mr.  Beecher's  letter  with  him  ?  A.  I 
don't  recollect  having  left  any  letter  with  him ;  I  may  have  done  so  though. 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  he  obtained  a  copy  of  Mrs.  Hooker's  letter  to  Mr. 
Beecher  which  Mr.  Beecher  left  with  you  ?  A,  My  impression  is,  Mr. 
Beecher  gave  him  the  letter  itself. 

Q.  Do  you  know  that  fact  ?  A.  My  recollection  is  that  he  did ;  my  im- 
pression, rather,  is  that  he  did.  We  were  all  in  consultation  about  it  to- 
gether; and  that  is  my  impression  that  Mr.  Beecher  gave  him  that  letter — 
showed  it  to  him. 

Q.  And  left  it  with  him  ?    A.  And  left  it  with  him. 

Q.  Did  you  get  it  from  Mr.  Tilton  or  from  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  forget 
whether  I  got  it  from  Mr.  Tilton  or  Mr.  Beecher;  but  they  were  both  consult- 
ing together  about  the  letter  of  Mrs.  Hooker. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Tilton  make  a  copy  of  it  that  day  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect. 

Q.  Was  it  left  with  you  that  day?  A.  I  don't  recollect;  I  think  it  waa 
given  to  Theodore  Tilton ;  I  won't  be  certain,  but  I  think  it  was. 
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Q.  Mrs.  Hooker's  letter  of  November  1st,  1872,  I  am  talking  about  now. 
A.  The  whole  of  the  Hooker  correspondence,  whatever  it  was,  was  the  sub- 
ject of  discussion  between  Theodore  Tilton,  3Ir.  Beecher,  and  myself;  it  was 
no  more  between  myself  and  Mr.  Tilton  than  between  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mr. 
Tilton ;  whether  he  made  a  copy  of  it,  I  don't  know ;  I  certainly  was  present 
at  part  of  the  interview. 

Q.  Do  you  know  when  that  interview  was  ?    A.  I  can  not  remember  the 

date.     It  was  about  the  time  that ;  it  was  before  Mis.  Hooker  came  to 

town. 

Q.  You  don't  remember  the  date  ?  A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  remember  the 
date ;  the  date  Theodore  Tilton  went  up-town. 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  you  that.     A.  I  am  trying  to  tx  it  for  you. 

Q.  Was  Thomas  K.  Bcecher's  letter  present  at  that  time  ?  A.  My  impres- 
sion  is  that  it  was;  I  won't  be  certain  about  it. 

Q.  And  you  don't  know  whether  Mr.  Beecher  left  these  letters  with  you 
that  day,  or  whether  he  left  them  with  you,  and  you  gave  them  to  Mr.  Tilton? 
A.  We  were  all  together;  I  don't  recollect  whether  he  gave  them  to  him  or 
gave  them  to  me. 

Q  Who  took  these  papers  at  the  breaking  up  of  the  in'^erview,  you  or 
Tilton  ?  A.  My  impression  is  it  was  Tilton;  I  won't  be  certain  about  it;  Mr. 
Beecher  may  have  taken  some  at  that  interview,  and  brought  them  back — 
something  of  that  sort. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  you  have  no  recollection  on  the  subject  ?  A.  I  have 
only  an  impression.  My  impression  is  Mr.  Beecher  handed  the  letter  himself; 
that  is  my  impression  about  it.  He  was  certainly  as  much  a  party  to  the 
Hooker  business  as  I  was. 

Mr,  Tracy, — I  am  not  asking  that. 

The  Witness. — ^I  am  only  trying  to  give  you  tht  truth  of  the  matter. 

Q.  Now,  of  the  numerous  letters  and  papers  that  you  have  written  for  pub- 
lication by  Mr.  Beecher,  the  letters  that  you  have  submitted  to  him  for  pub- 
lication, which  have  not  been  published  by  him 

The  Witness, — Letters  which  I  have  submitted  to  who  for  publication  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — Letters  or  statements  to  Mr.  Beecher.  During  this  contro- 
versy of  four  years,  will  you  name  any  paper  or  document  that  was  not  either 
written  by  Mr.  Tilton,  or  prepared  by  you  in  his  immediate  presence  prior  to 
the  time  of  your  consultation  with  Gen.  Butler  in  1874  ? 

Mr.  Fnllerton, — We  object  to  that.  They  have  gone  over  each  letter  and 
each  statement,  and  each  document,  with  great  particularity  in  that  respect, 
and  asked  questions  in  regard  to  the  individual  documents;  so  that  exhausts 
the  suljject. 

Mr.  E farts, — This  question  is  intended  to  exhaust  that  subject  undoubt- 
edly.    Nothing  has  been  overlooked. 

Mr.  Ftdlerton. — I  object  to  the  subject  being  exhausted  after  it  is  ex- 
hausted. 

Mr,  Etarts. — I  think  not.  We  want  to  know  if  there  is  any  letter  that 
was  not  written  in  the  manner  that  this  question  asks;  if  so,  we  would  like 
to  beo  it. 
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Mr.  Beach. — That  questioii  calls  for  the  witness  to  give  a  summary  of  the 
testimony  already  given,  and  it  is  not  within  the  recollection  or  power  of  any 
man  to  do  it. 

The  Witness, — I  can  not  do  that. 

Mr,  Evarts, — We  asked  him  to  point  out  another  letter. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  is  a  very  long  question,  and  has  reference  to  a  great 
number  of  papers,  each  paper  having  been  already  the  subject  of  examination. 

J/r.  Tract/, — Most  of  them  have  been. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  do  not  conceive  the  witness  could  well  or  safely  an- 
swer it  either  way.  At  any  rate,  upon  the  ground  that  you  have  been  over 
the  individual  papers,  each  speaking  for  itself,  and  the  testimony  in  connec- 
tion with  each,  I  rule  out  the  question. 

Mr.  Evnrts. — Your  Honor  will  note  our  exception. 

Mr,  Traqf. — Have  you  any  paper  in  your  possession,  Mr.  Moulton,  draft 
or  copy,  which  has  not  been  prepared  by  Tilton,  or  by  you  in  his  immediate 
presence  ? 

Mr,  Fullerton. — We  make  the  same  objection. 

Mr,  Tracy. — I  mean  papers  that  were  intended  for  Mr.  Beecher  either 
to  publish  or  sign. 

Judge  Neilson. — Do  you  mean  other  than  those  which  have  been  pro- 
duced ? 

Mr,  Tracy, — Yes. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  may  not  understand  the  question. 

The  Witness. — I  have  not  any  paper  that  I  have  not  sought  to  produce. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  means  have  you  any  others  than  those  that  have 
been  produced  ? 

The  Witness, — I  have  not  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Moulton,  I  call  your  attention  to  this  book  again.  I  call 
your  attention  to  the  proposed  statement.  ['*  Exhibit  No.  34,'^  ant^y  p.  431.] 
A.   **  Moulton's  proposed  statement  for  Mr.  Beecher,"  sir  ? 

M.  Tracy, — Yes,  sir.     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  is  the  proposed  statement  that  you  asked  him  to  make  after  the 
Bacon  letter,  admitting  an  offense  ?  A.  Which  I  submitted  to  him  for  his 
judgment,  sir,  after  the  Bacon  letter. 

Q.  Now,  sir,  did  you  offer  him  on  that  occasion  that  if  he  would  make  that 
statement,  admitting  an  offense,  you  would  sustain  it,  and  would  bum  all  the 
papers  that  you  had  in  your  possession  ?  A.  I  don't  think  1  stated  it  in  that 
way,  sir.  I  said  that — if  you  will  allow  me  to  tell  what  I  did  say  to  Mr. 
Beecher,  according  to  the  best  of  my  recollection — ^i«  that  in  order  ? 

Mr,  Evarts. — No. 

The  Witness, — I  will  undertake  to  state  exactly  what  I  said,  to  the  best  of 
my  recollection. 

Q.  Will  you  give  me  the  book  ?  I  think  I  can  frame  a  question.  Have 
you  read  what  appears  on  page  305  ?     [Faxon's  Pamp.]     A.  I  have  not;  no. 

Q.  Just  refresh  your  memory  by  that.  [Handing  book  to  witness.]  A.  I 
think  very  likely ;  this  suggests  to  me  that  I  may  have  said  something  of  that 
sort,  sir. 


Jan.  26,  1875.]    •  OBOSS-EXAMINATION.  759 

Q.  Very  well;  I  will  ask  you — ^just  give  me  the  book  and  I  will  frame  my 
question. 

Tlu  Witness.— On  July  the  5th  that  was;  there  are  two  diflfcrent  interviews; 
I  didn't  say  that  at  the  first  interview,  sir. 

Q.  After  you  had  presented  to  him  this  proposed  statement  which  you 
asked  him  to  make,  which  is  '* Exhibit  84,"  [p.  431,  ante]  did  you  not  on 
July  5th  say  to  Mr.  Beech er 

Judge  Neilbon. — Mr.  Tracy,  he  didn't  say  he  asked  him  to  make  it; 
perhaps  you  had  better  amend  the  question. 

Jfr,    Tract/, — I  understood  that  he  had  said  that  before. 

Judge  Neilson. — No,  the  witness  don't  say  he  asked  him  to  make  it. 

The  WitneHS.^I  said  I  submitted  it  to  his  judgment. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Very  well,  after  you  had  submitted  this  proposed  statement 
to  Mr.  Beecher  for  him  to  make  ?  A.  Ko;  I  said  I  thought  it  was  best;  I 
thought  it  would  be  a  good  thing  for  him  to  do  to  make  that  statement — ^not 
for  him  to  make. 

Q.  Now,  I  am  only  calling  your  attention  to  the  time  it  was  snbmitted ; 
now,  after  that  I  asked  you  ?  A.  I  am  only  asking  tliat  the  question  be  prop- 
erly framed,  Mr.  Evarts. 

Q.  Did  you  not  say  to  him  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  committed  himself  to  a 
settlement  if  that  is  said,  and  ^4f  it  is  said  and  he  demands  anything  further, 
so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  shall  destroy  every  paper  and  everything  I  have 
bearing  on  the  subject,  and  if  he  wants  to  open  the  thing  he  will  have  to  open 
it  without  any  aid  or  confirmation  from  me  "  ?  A.  I  think  very  likely  I  said 
something  of  that  sort  to  him,  sir. 

Q.  In  the  course  of  your  direct  examination  you  have  referred — there  has 
been  introduced  a  letter  from  Mr.  Beecher  to  you,  referring  to  Dr.  Storra  and 
to  his  action  during  the  council;*  did  you  have  a  conversation  with  Mr. 
Beecher  just  prior  to  the  writing  of  that  letter  by  him  in  which  you  stated  to 
him  in  substance,  that  Dr.  Storrs  had  written  a  letter  to  Mr.  Tilton,  advising 
him  in  advance  of  what  he  was  to  say  in  his  speech,  and  saying  that  he  should 
have  to  defend  Mr.  Beecher,  and  •  appear  to  criticize  him,  Tilton,  severely  ? 
A.  I  don't  think  I  mentioned  any  letter;  sir. 

Q.  Well,  did  you  say  that  Dr.  Storrs  had  said  that  to  Tilton  ?  A.  I  said 
that  I  had  understood  so — at  least  not  said  it  to  Mr.  Tilton.     I  beg  pardon. 

Q.   You  understood A.  That  some  such  message  had  been  sent. 

Q.    That  Dr.  Storrs  had  said  that  of  Tilton  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  didn't  Dr.  Storrs  say,  or  didn't  you  report  to  Mr.  Beecher,  that 
Dr.  Storrs  had  said  that  he  had  communicated  to  Mr.  Tilton  the  fact  that  he 
should  criticise  Mr.  Tilton  in  his  speech  and  defend  Mr.  Beecher  in  the 
council,  or  appear  to  defend  him  ?  A.  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  some  such 
notice  as  that  had  been  sent  to  Tilton ;  some  such  message ;  he  had  received 
some  such  communication  from  somebody,  simply  in  the  nature  of  hearsay, 
sir;  I  had  no  authority  for  that  particularly,  except  the  person  who  told  me. 

Q.  And  didn't  you  say  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  that  was  an  act  of  insincerity 

♦  The  letter  referred  to  is  '•  Exhibit  No.  30,"  p.  411,  anU, 
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on  the  part  of  Dr.  Stom  ?    A.  I  think  I  said  if  thai  wa 
I  thouglit  it  was. 

Q.  You  said  it  that  waa  true  of  Dr.  Storre  yon  thoi 
Tea.  air;  I  did,  ton. 

Q.  How  long  (lid  tliat  conversation  between  you  ani 
the  writing  of  this  letUr  ?    A.  I  really  dont  recollecL 

Q.  Well,  was  it  a  day  or  tw<i !  A.  I  don't  recollect 
that  it  preceded  it  nven ;  I  don't  remember  even  that  it 

Q.  Didn't  you,  in  talking  with  Mr.  Beecher,  quote 
that  wliih-  lie  should  attack  Mr,  Tilton,  that  that  wi 
A,  No;  I  did  not  use  any  tucb  language  as  that,  tii 
flummery. 

Q.  What  did  you  any  t  i.  I  di)n't  recollect,  sir, 
say ;  I  don't  think  1  wild  anything  like  tliat.  I  think 
tialiy  what  I  said  lo  Mr.  Bctcher— nil  that  I  recollect. 

Q.  Repeal  it  a{;ain,  please,  conaecutiTely  I  A.  'V 
graphcr  rcail  it. 

Q.  Won't  you  repeat  it  I      A.  I  will  try  to. 

JciMiB  Nf.ii.«)S. — The  iiimple  r[ue8tion  is  what  yon 
about  Dr.  Storra ;  A.  All  that  I  remember,  your  Do 
Mr.  Bi'echcr  that  I  hid  heard  that  Dr.  Storra  had  se 
Mr,  'niton,  that  it  would  be  U'^ces^ary  to  be  severe  up 
of  that  Wirt ;  and  I  8;iid  that  I  thought  there  was  insin 
EDbstanlialty  all  that  I  recollect. 

Q.   You  said  that  to  Mr.  Bcecher  ?      A.    I  think  I 

Q.  By  whom  did  yon  understand  the  lueasagc  hud 
municatioD  had  been  sent  by  Dr.  Btorrs  )     A.  Well,  I  i 

Mr.  Beaeh. — He  does  not  say  that  it  hnil  hecn  sent. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Well,  he  says  Mr.  Tilton  hail  received 
Dr.  Storra. 

Jddoe  Neilbok. — He  understood  he  had  received  i 

Mr.  Tranj.—TeB.  air. 

Q.  By  whom  did  yon  understand  thatf  A.  I  doc 
nnderstood  the  party  or  not  at  that  time,  air. 

Q.  Did  you  i:ndcrstand  that  that  message  was  sen 
A.  1  did  not  understand  th.it  it  was  ii  message  sent 
I  nnderstood  thiit  somebody  had  sent  a  coinmuRicatioi 

Q.  Did  you  understand  that  it  was  acommnnica 
pcnter  ? 

3fr.  liearh. — Tou  don't  let  the  witness  answer  questi( 

The  Witnfu. — Now,  Mr.  Traey,  I  understooil  that 
to  somebody  who  had  communicated  it  to  Mr.  Tilton,  i 
Btorrs  would  deem  it  necessary  to  he  sevpre  upon  Mr.  T 
it  was  a  nicssage  or  not  iutendrd  to  be  conveyed  to  Mr 

Q.  We  don't  ask  that.     .\.  Well,  all  right  (hen. 

Q.  What  did  you  any  to  Mr.  Beecher  about  who  ha 
story  I    A.  I  don't  recollect,  sir,  who. 
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Q.  Didnt  you  mention  the  name  of  Carpenter  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that 
;I  did,  sir,  now. 

Q.  Did  yoQ  hear  the  name  of  Carpenter  mentioned  in  connection  with  that 
communication  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect. 

Mr,  Beach. — Well,  that  is  inadmissible,  sir. 

Mr,  Tracy, — I  desire  to  call  your  attention,  now,  to  an  interview  to  which 
you  have  referred  as  occurring  between  yourself  and  Mr.  Beecher  prior  to  or 
on  January  10,  1871,  where  the  Bowen  letter  was  the  subject  of  conversation 
— Tilton's  letter  to  Bowen  of  the  date  of  January  first;  have  you  omitted 
from  that  interview  anything  except  what  you  have  omitted  at  the  request  of 
the  court,  as  referring  to  a  third  party  ?  A.  I  think  I  have  omitted  that  Til- 
ton  was  present  in  my  direct  examination. 

Q.  Well,  you  stated  that.  A.  I  did  not  state  it  in  my  direct  examination. 
In  reading  over  my  direct  examination  I  made  a  note;  I  think  I  am  correct 
about  it,  sir;  it  was  some  time  ago  I  was  glancing  over  my  direct  examina- 
tion, and  I  think  that  was  left  out 

Q.  The  question  I  asked  you  is,  whether  you  have  omitted  from  that  con- 
versation anything  except  what  you  have  omitted  at  the  request  of  the  court, 
concerning  a  third  party  ?    A.  I  don't  think  I  have,  sir. 

Q.  With  that  exception  you  have  stated  the  whole  of  that  interview  ?  A. 
I  think  I  have ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  I  hand  you  this  letter,  Mr.  Moulton,  a  letter'froni  Mr.  Clark ;  I  under- 
stood you  to  say  you  had  several  letters  from  Mr.  Clark,  which  you  showed 
to  Mr.  Beecher.  A,  No;  I  did  not  say  that  I  had  several  which  I  showed;  I 
don't  understand  that  I  said  that.  I  said  that  I  did  not  recollect  distinctly 
that  I  had  shown  this  letter  to  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  What  did  you  say  on  the  subject  of  having  shown  Mr.  Clark's  letter  to 
Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  said  I  was  under  the  impression  that  I  had  shown  a  letter 
or  letters  of  ]Mr.  Clark  to  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Then  you  have  other  letters  of  Clark  besides  Ihat?  A.  I  was  under 
the  Impression  that  I  had  other  letters ;  I  have  made  a  search  for  them  and 
can  not  find  them ;  if  I  had  any,  that  seems  to  be  the  only  one. 

Q.  Isn't  that  the  letter  you  showed  Mr.  Beecher  ?  A.  I  don't  think  it  is, 
sir;  I  don't  think  it  is;  I  am  not  clear  about  it. 

Q.  You  think,  now,  you  never  showed  any  of  Mr.  Clark's  letters  to  Mr. 
Beecher  ?  A.  My  impression  is  that  I  did,  but  I  don't  recollect  distinctly 
enough  about  this  lettter  to  state  it.  I  told  the  ccmnsel  when  I  showed  this 
letter  originally  to  them  that  I  was  under  the  impression  that  I  had  showed  it 
to  Mr.  Beecher,  but  I  didn't  know  it  distinctly  enough — didn't  recollect  it 
distinctly  enough  when  it  was  submitted  to  me  in  court  to  say  so. 

Q.  If  you  showed  any  letter  of  Mr.  Clark's  to  Mr.  Beecher,  that  is  the  onC; 
isn't  it  ?    A.  I  can't  say  whether  it  is  or  not. 

Q.  I  understand  you  to  say  that  is  the  only  one  you  find  from  Mr.  Clark  ? 
A.  It  is  the  only  one  I  find  from  Mr.  Clark;  I  don't  mean  to  say  that  it  is  the 
only  one  I  had  from  Mr.  Clark. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  you  had  any  more  letters  from  Mr.  Clark  ?  A, 
Yes,  sir;  I  had  more  letters  from  Mr.  Clark;  I  had  before  and  after. 
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Q.  Where  are  they  ?  A.  I  don't  koow,  sir;  I  suppose  they  must  have 
been  destroyed. 

Q  When  and  where  did  you  destroy  them  ?  A.  Well,  I  suppose  at  the 
time^  or  shortly  after. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  anything  about  it  ?    A.  I  do  not. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  of  ever  receiving  a  letter  from  Mr,  Clark  aud  destroy- 
ing it  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  sliould  suppose  I  had  received  and  destroyed  letters 
from  Mr.  Clark. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  distinctly  having  torn  up  or  destroyed  them  ?  A. 
No ;  I  don't  recollect  having  torn  up  or  destroyed  them. 

Q.  Isn't  that  the  only  letter  that  you  remember  having  received  from  Mr. 
Clark  ?  A.  No ;  it  is  not  the  only  one  I  remember  having  received  from  Mr. 
Clark. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  of  having  shown  any  other  letter  than  that  to  Mr. 
Beecher  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — Well,  that  is  assuming  that  he  showed  that. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^No. 

The  Wit7ie»$, — I  have  stated  the  contents  of  other  letters  to  Mr.  Beecher, 
and  may  have  stated  the  contents  of  this  letter  to  Mr.  Beecher;  I  am  only 
undertaking  to  give  you  tlie  truth,  Mr.  Tracy,  as  I  can  recollect  it ;  if  you 
want  any  more,  I  can  not  give  it  to  you. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Now  we  offer  to  read  that  letter.  Mr.  Clark,  what  capacity 
did  he  hold  in  The  Gulden  Age?  What  was  his  position  on  The  Golden  Age? 
A.  He  was  an  editor. 

Mr.  Shearman. — He  was  Mr.  Tilton's  assistant  editor. 

Q.  Mr.  Clark  was  assistant  editor  of  The  Golden  Age^  wasn't  he  ?    A.  Yea, 

sir;  he  was  employed  by  Mr.  Tilton,  I  suppose,  as  assistant  editor. 

Mr.  Shearman, — [Reading.] 

"  Golden  Age  Office,  Jan.  4." 

Mr.  Beaeh^ — Well,  wait.     The  letter  is  not  idcntiiied — it  is  not  admissible. 

[Letter  handed  to  plaintiff's  counsel.] 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  don't  care  to  read  this  long  letter  through.  We  object 
to  it. 

Mr.  EvarU. — ^This  is  the  letter  that  my  learned  friend  produced  and  pre- 
sented to  the  witness  on  the  direct  examination,  and  he  said  that  he  had 
shown  it  to  Mr.  Beecher.  My  learned  friend  tlien  commenced  to  read  it  in 
evidence,  when  the  witness  recalled  it  to  his  hands,  looked  it  over,  and  said  * 
that  he  could  not  be  sure,  or  he  could  not  remember  that  he  had  shown  this 
letter  to  Mr.  Beecher;  that  he  had  several  letters  from  Mr.  Clark,  which  he 
showed  to  Mr.  Beecher,  and  that  he  talked  with  Mr.  Beecher  about  them.  Ho 
could  not  be  sure  that  he  had  shown  this  letter.  We  have  now  cross-examined 
him  on  the  subject  of  there  being  any  other  h'tters,  or  of  his  memory  of  having 
shown  any  other  letters,  and  probed  his  memory  in  refirard  to  this  letter,  and 
we  consider  the  state  of  the  evidence  from  him  such  as  entitles  us  to  read  this 
as  having  been  shown  to  Mr.  Beecher,  which  was  the  ground  on  which  they 
were  expecting  to  read  it.  But  the  witness  recalled  the  statement  and  the 
letter  into  his  hands. 

♦  See  bottom  of  p.  462,  ajUe, 
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Judge  Neilson., — The  question  is  now  whether  it  is  identified  as  the  letter 
tliat  was  shown. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — I  adopt  the  gentleman's  argument  as  the  best  one  thai 
could  possibly  be  made  upon  our  side  of  the  case,  in  objection  to  this  docu- 
ment; but  I  do  not  adopt  his  conclusioo.  The  witness  did  recall  tho 
letter,  and  he  recalled  what  he  said  in  regard  to  having  shown  it  to  Mr. 
Beecher.  That  took  away  my  right  to  read  it  in  evidence,  and  consequently  I 
did  not  read  it  in  evidence.  They  immediately  raised  an  objection  on  the 
other  side,  which  objection  was  well  founded,  and  was  acquiesced  in  by  my- 
self. Now  they  have  not  added  anything  to  that  testimony  at  all.  Not  a 
jot  or  tittle.  They  have  simply  proved  by  the  witness  that  he  has  received 
other  letters  from  Mr.  Clark  and  that  he  thinks  that  he  stated  the  contents 
of  one  or  more  to  him,  or  read  one  or  more  of  them  to  Mr.  Beecher;  but  he 
can  not  identify  this  letter  as  one  of  them  which  he  read  to  Mr.  Beecher,  or 
the  contents  of  which  he  stated  to  him.  It  leaves  it  exactly  where  it  was 
before ;  therefore  the  letter  is  not  admissible. 

Mr,  EcarU, — ^It  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  whether  this  was  shown 
to  IVIr.  Beecher. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  the  question  is  for  the  court  whether  that  is 
identified  as  the  letter.  If  you  do  not  identify  it  now,  perhaps  you  can  in 
the  progress  of  the  case. 

Mr,  Evarts, — I,  of  course,  submit  to  your  Honor's  correction  about  tho 
matter  as  finally  disposing  of  it.  But  we  certainly  have  changed  the  situa- 
tion from  what  it  was  before.  The  witness  had  distinctly  stated — and  so  it 
will  appear  if  we  recur  to  his  evidence — that  he  did  show  some  letter  of  Mr. 
Clark  to  Mr.  Beecher,  but  he  could  not  say  that  he  showed  tliisone;  but 
that  others  he  did  show,  and  did  have,  and  did  talk  about,  <&c.  He  said 
that  he  talked  with  Mr.  Beecher  about  this  letter,  as  I  understand  him.  We 
said,  **  Why,  you  are  showing  a  letter  from  Mr.  Clark  to  Mr.  Moulton;  it  is 
not  a  letter  which  affects  Mr.  Beecher  until  you  show  that  it  formed  the  sub- 
ject of  conversation."  Then  the  letter  is  shown  to  us,  and  we  now  prove  by 
the  witness  that  this  is  the  only  letter  that  he  has. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  he  now  has. 

Mr,  Evarts, — That  he  has;  that  he  has  no  recollection  of  having  destroyed 
any  letter 

Judge  Neilson. — The  simple  question  is  whether  he  identified  this  letter 
as  the  one  he  spoke  of  to  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr,  Evarts, — ^Exactly.  He  has  no  recollection  of  having  destroyed  any 
other  letter.  I  so  understand  him.  He  has  just  given  liis  evidence;  of 
course,  I  have  no  object  in  misstating  it.  He  has  no  recollection  of  having 
destroyed  any  other  letter,  but  he  may  have  destroyed  them.  This  letter,  it 
seems,  he  has,  and  has  preserved,  and  the  contents  of  the  letter  will  show 
that  it  was  a  matter  concerning  which  conversation  was  had  with  Mr. 
Beecher — that  is,  the  affairs  of  The  Oolden  Age.  It  has  been  abundantly 
proved,  and  we  submit  to  your  Honor  that  it  is  suffieiently  identified  to  l)e 
permitted  to  be  read  in  evidence  as  a  part  of  the  dialings  between  this  wit- 
ness and  Mr.  Beecher,  concerning  the  affairs  of  The  Oolden  Age,  as  communi* 
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cated  in  letters  nf  Hr.  Clark.  It  \%  the  only  Tetter  I 
only  letter,  in  respect  to  the  absolute  eiristence  nf  < 
dencc;  and  there  h  clear  evidcoce  that  Clark'?  lettc 
conversation  to  Mr.  Beccher;  and.  on  the  witness 
said  that  he  showed  him  some.  We  saj  that,  ns  i 
putting  this  as  presum|itive  and  on  the  evidence,  tl 
whose  existence  there  is  clear  proof— and  the  witni 
that  some  loiter  of  Mr.  Clark's,  on  this  subject,  lie  di 

Mr.  Fullerlon.— -The  absurdity  of  this  propositii 
you  put  the  gentleman's  proposition  in  the  shape 
Clark  did  write  several  letters  to  Mr,  Monlton :  Mr 
one  of  those  letters,  the  rest  he  bas  destroyed,  and  I 
found  must  be  the  letter  which  he  showed  Mr,  Beec 
fitatement  iif  the  case.  There  is  not  the  alig-'itest  ev 
this  is  the  letter  which  he  allowed  to  Mr.  Bi^echer 
enough  from  which  it  can  be  inferred  at  all.  We  ri 
immaterial  in  any  aspect  of  the  case,  for  any  side  of 
has  not  been  idcnti&i'd  ss  tlie  tetter  whicli  whs  show 
contents  of  which  were  stated  to  Mr.  Beecher,  to  raak 

JuDOE  Nbilsok. — ■'That  is  a  point  of  doubt  wil 
have  to  identify  it  further.  It  may  have  been  the  Ic 
it  does  not  appe.ir  that  it  was. 

.I/r.  Trarij. — Have  jou  searched  for  any  other  let 
Tes,  sir;  I  have  myself,  and  have  Hsked   my  wife  t( 

Q.  This  is  the  only  letter  you  find  ?     A.  Tes,  sir. 

M.:  A'oartj.— This  is  the  witness'  direct  eiamioat 
the  testimony  on  p.  46'J,  beginning  at  "[Handing 
continuing  through  the  second  answer  on  top  of  p.  4*! 
he  has  no  other  letter  now,  tlint  be  has  no  reeollecl 
any  other  letter  aa  a,  specific  act  or  fact,  and  it  ."t.'ni 
original  examination  tbnt  that  letter  he  did  show,  nnc 
about  that  letter.  Now,  if  we  have  exhnuMted  a 
definite  evidence  that  any  other  letter  ever  did  exi. 
their  direct  evidence  and  our  cross-examination  to  : 
that  is  the  letter  C()neeming  which  he  hail  conversed 
says  he  had  conversations  about  that  letter.  He  mi 
it  to  him— as  it  ultimately  ends;  but  the  doulic.  the 
drew  the  fact,  once  testified  to,  that  he  had  shown 
read  it,  or  that  it  was  read  to  him,  Ac., — ihnt  diaturl 
were  supposed  to  be  other  letters  whicli  be  still  had 
served  then.  Now,  there  are  no  other  letters,  none 
submit  to  your  Honor  that  we  have  suJilcienlly  ident 
shown  to  Mr,  Beecher,  if  any  letter  was  shown  lo  I 
turbance  of  the  fact  that  some  letter  was  Khonn  to  hi 
read  liy  him,  and  the  fact  that  this  letter  whs  talked 
JUr.  Moulion.     We  now  offer  to  rend  it. 
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Mr.  Btoch, — This  question,  sir,  when  it  was  presented  to  your  Honor  on  the 
original  offer  of  this  paper,  was  decided  deliberately,  and  after  argument  by 
counsel.  Your  Honor  then  held  that  the  paper  was  not  suflSciently  identified 
to  authorize  the  defendant's  counsel  to  have  ic  marked  for  identification. 
Your  Honor  said  to  counsel  that  the  paper  was  not  so  identified,  that  it  was 
not  within  the  control  of  the  plaintiff's  couUsel,  who  held  it,  and  permitted 
them,  under  an  exception  taken  by  Mr.  Evarts,  to  withdraw  it  from  marking 
for  identification.  Has  the  evidence  now  given,  sir,  changed  the  attitude  ol 
the  question  ?  This  witness  says  he  knows  that  he  had  other  letters  from  Mr. 
Clark ;  that  he  suj)po8od  he  had  them  in  his  possession ;  that  he  has  made 
diligent  search  for  them  and  can  not  find  them,  and  that  he  supposes  they 
were  destroyed ;  although  he  has  no  distinct  present  recollection  as  to  the 
particular  act  of  destruction;  but  that  he  had  other  letters,  and  that  they 
are  lost,  is  beyond  all  controversy  upon  this  evidence.  He  says,  sir,  that  he 
can  not  recollect  whether  this  letter,  or  another  of  the  letters  which  has  been 
destroyed,  was  shown  to  Mr.  Beecher,  or  formed  the  subject  of  conversation 
between  them.  The  general  topic  of  the  letter  in  regard  to  the  difficulties 
connected  with  The  Golden  Age,  was  matter  of  discourse  between  this  witne&s 
and  Mr.  Beecher,  and  that,  of  course,  is  competent;  but  how  the  declara- 
tions of  Mr.  Clark,  in  a  written  form  to  Mr.  Moulton,  not  communicated  to 
either  of  these  parties,  can  be  made  evidence  by  the  counsel  upon  the  other 
side,  without  a  clear  identification  of  the  paper,  as  having  been  thus  submit- 
ted, I  am  unable  to  perceive;  and  I  submit  to  your  Honor  that  this  question 
having  once  been  decided,  and  the  counsel  taking  an  exception,  that  there 
has  been  no  new  evidence  given  which  should  re-open  the  investigation. 

Mr,  Evarts,— I  only  wish  to  read  a  part  of  the  evidence.  My  learned 
friend  is  not  right  in  saying  that  this  witness  is  uncertain  whether  this  letter 
or  the  other  was  the  subject  of  conversation.  He  is  perfectly  clear  on  that 
point: 

**Q.  You  are  not  clear  this  was  shown  to  Mr.  Beecher?  A.  No,  sir; 
not  clear  in  regard  to  that.  I  want  to  correct  my  statement  in  regard  to  that. 
That  the  letter  was  a  subject  of  conversation  I  am  sure,  but  that  I  showed  it 
to  him  I  am  not  sure."  * 

Mr.  Bea^h. — [Reading.] 

**Q.  I  want  you  to  tell  the  conversation  you  had  with  Mr.  Beecher  with 
reference  to  that  letter  ?  A.  It  was  with  regard  to  the  difliculties  of  The 
Qolden  Age.^^\ 

Not  with  reference  especially  to  that  letter. 

Mr,  Evarts. — The  letter  is  full  of  it;  that  is  all  there  is  of  it. 

Mr.  Beach, — I  don't  know  about  that. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  you  will  have  to  identify  the  letter  further 
You  can  do  that,  doubtless,  in  the  progress  of  the  case. 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  don't  know  how  that  is.  I  have  got  through  with  this 
witness  on  this  letter.  I  don't  know  any  other  mode.  I  have  got  through 
with  this  witness  on  this  letter,  sir. 

*  See  p.  463,  ante,  second  Q.  and  A.  from  top. 
f  See  p.  462,  ante,  near  bottom. 
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Jdixje  Neilsqn. — I  think  it  is  not  auffioiently  id 

Mr.  Ecart:  —Your  Honor  will  note  our  exception 

JoDOK  Neilson.-  -Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Ecarts.—'We  tbink  that  we  are  entitled  to 
shown  to  hiui  or  not,  on  the  clear  stntement  that  tb 

Mr.  Beach. — I  make,  if  your  Honor  please,  a  aug 
of  tlie  court,  whether,  when  we  make  objeclion  t 
have  the  ordinary  privilcfje  ol'  counsel  of  cli>9ing 
point,  especially  after  the  decision  of  the  cnurt  has'l 

Mr.  Tracy.— Now,  Mr.  Moulton,  was  that  letter  § 
I  don't  recollect  wliother  it  wus  or  not, 

Q.  Was  it  ever  the  subject  of  conrersatioD  betw( 
I  don't  recollect  whether  the  letter  was  or  not.  Tht 
purchase  T/i«  OoUlen  Age  was,  rir. 

Mr.  Er/irta. — We  submit  that  the  whole  subject 
what  this  witness,  in  his  direct  examination,  was  as) 
tion  concerning  it — and  stated  it  to  be,  to  wit,  be 
about  the  difficulties  of  TAe  Golden  Age. 

StJDOK'S.EiiMm. — There  may  lie  another  letter 
aught  we  know. 

Mt.  Erartt. — But  are  we  to  take  the  presumptio 
been  anothur  letter  ) 

JoDQE  NEtLsos, — He  has  sworn  that  there  were  i 

Mr,  E^artn. — I  don't  understand,  if  your  Honor  ; 

Mr.  Morrit. — Is  this  an  appeal  from  jour  Hone 
arguing  1 

Mr.  Etnrtii. — I  don't  understand  that  thee  were 

JcDOB  NGiLBON.^He  soys  he  had  other  letters. 

Mr.  Ernrla. — Your  Honor,  that  is  eiactly  the  pc 
his  present  examination,  there  is  not  any  ulcar  nic 
that  there  ever  were  any  oilier  letters. 

Judge  Nbilsom. — I  understand  bin 

Mr.  Enarti,- — He  has  saiii  so  at  soni 
not  so  submit  the  fact  to  be.     Of  ciiurst 
of  evidence,  to  present  such  further  e 
Honor  sees  that  this  witness,  to 
the  agent  that  communicated  it,  a 

Mr.  FulUrton.— That  is  no  rewon  why  it  should 

Mr.  EcarU. — No;  but  his  Honor  thinks  it  shoi 
It  is  not,  therefore,  a  question  of  whether  we  sboni 
your  Honor  excludes  the  letter  finally. 

Jddue  Neilson. — I  exclude  it  simply  tiecause 
sufficiently  identified  as  the  one  that  was  the  aubjecl 

Mr.  Evarlt. — Well,  your  Honor,  we  suppose  that 
own  testimony  of  that.     He  says  he  is  sure  of  it. 

JuDOB  Mbilboti. — Proceed.  Mr.  Tracy. 
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Mr,  Tracy, — Mr.  Moulton,  what  passed  between  you  and  Mr.  Beecher 
concerning  the  difficulties  of  The  Golden  Age  at  that  conversaiion  where  a 
letter  from  Clark  was  talked  of  ?  A.  I  talked  with  Mr.  Beecher,  sir,  about 
Mr.  Clark's  purcliasing  The  OoUen  Age — about  his  desire  to  do  it. 

Q.  Did  you  repeat  to  Mr.  Beecher  what  Mr.  Clark  snid  about  it  ?  A  I 
think  I  did,  sir,  substantially  what  Mr.  Clark  said. 

Q.  Did  you  repeat  to  him  substantially  what  Mr.  Clark  had  said  to  you 
in  a  letter  ?  A.  I  had  no  other  means  bnt  that;  what  he  said  to  me  in  a 
letter  and  verbally.  I  met  Mr.  Clark,  I  thiuk,  about  the  time  at  The  Golden 
Age  as  well.     Verbally  and-Jby  letters. 

Q.  Did  you  say  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Clark  had  told  you  that  ho 
thofught  at  one  time  that  he  could  get  some  one  v\  ho  could  purchase  The 
Golden  Age  of  Mr.  Tilton  ?  A.  I  told  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Clark  was  trying 
to  purchase  The  Golden  Age — talked  of  it. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  that  Mr.  Clark  had  told  you  that  at  one  time  he 
thought  he  could  get  some  other  person  to  purchase  The  Golden  Age,  but  had 
tried  and  failed  ?    A.  To  get  some  other  person  tjjan  himself,  sir  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.  A.  I  don't  recollect  whether  I  did  or  not.  I  talked  with 
him  in  a  general  way  about  it.     I  can't  remember  that  precisely,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Clark's  trial  to  find  some  one  who 
would  purchase  The  Golden  Age  had  failed  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  did, 
sir. 

Q.  That  Mr.  Clark  said  so  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  that  either. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Clark  said  that  the  men  he  had 
spoken  to  had  such  painful  impressions,  if  not  seated  prejudice,  against  Mr. 
Tilton,  that  they  were  unwilling  to  even  seriously  consider  the  matter  ?  A. 
I  don't  think  I  told  him  that,  sir. 

Q.  You  don't  thiuk  you  did  tell  him  that  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  that  Mr.  Clark  told  you  that  he,  Clark,  had  been 
blamed  for  retaining  a  connection  with  such  a  man  and  paper  ?  A.  I  don't 
recollect  that,  sir ;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  that  you  did  not  so  tell  him  ?  A.  If  I  had  any  recol- 
lection about  it,  sir,  I  would  tell  you. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  that  Mr.  Clark  told  you  that  two  or  thrcj  men  who 
had  no  prejudice  against  Mr.  Tilton  saw  no  field  and  no  future  for  the  paper 
and  advised  its  giving  up  ?    A.  No,  I  don't  recollect  having  told  him  that. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  anything  of  that  kind  ?    A.  I  don't  remember. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  anything  of  that  kind,  in  substance  ?  A.  I  don't  re- 
member that. 

Q.  And  especially,  did  Mr.  Clark  add,  the  name  of  the  editor  was  a  mill- 
stone upon  it  ?    A.  No,  I  don't  remember  that. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  anything  of  that  kind  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I 
did,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Beecher  that  Mr.  Clark  had  said  that  the  name  of  the 
editor,  Mr.  Tilton,  was  a  millstone  upon  the  paper  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that 
I  did,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  you  did  not  ?    A.  I  have  no  recollection  about 
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it,  sir.     If  I  recollected  that  I  did  I  should  tell  you.     My  impression  is  that  I 
did  not  tell  him. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  that  Mr.  Clark  said  that  the  newspapermen  with  whom 
he  had  conversed  had  advised  the  starting  of  a  new  paper  and  allowing  The 
Oolden  Age  to  sink  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  that  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  yon  did  not  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  that  I  did 
not,  or  that  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  tellhini  that  Mr.  Clark  had  informed  you  that  he,  Clark,  had 
found  on  inquiry  a  much  deeper  and  stronger  prejudice  against  ]VIr.  Tilton 
than  he  had  imagined,  and  that  he,  Clark,  had  been  a  good  deal  depressed  by 
it — by  that  information  ?  A.  My  impression  is  that  I  did  not  tell  him  any- 
thing of  the  kind,  sir. 

Q.  Nothing  in  substance  that  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  that  Mr.  Clark  had  informed  you  that  he  wrote  this 
explanation  to  you  because  he  could  not  tell  it  to  Mr.  Tilton  without  wound- 
ing his  already  lacerated  heart  ?     A.  No. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  Mr.  Belcher  that  Mr.  Clark  had  informed  you  that  he 
thought  Mr.  Tilton  ought  to  go  abroad  into  another  atmosphere  and  new 
scenes  f    Did  you  tell  Mr.  Beecher  that  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  Anything  of  the  kind;  did  you  tell  him  that  Mr.  Clark  had  made  any 
suggestion  to  you  about  Mr.  Tilton  going  abroad  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  that 
I  did,  sir;  I  don't  think  I  did. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  that  you  did  not?    A.  I  say  I  don't  think  I  did,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  can  you  state  what  there  was  in  the  letter  of  Mr,  Clark — any 
letter  of  Mr.  Clark  that  you  did  talk  to  Mr.  Beecher  about  ?  A.  I  think  it 
was  a  letter  of  Mr.  Clark's  in  which  he  talked  about  the  purchasing  of  The 
Oolden  Age.  and  I  communicated  or  showed  to  Mr.  Beecher  that  letter — com- 
municated the  substance  of  it,  namely,  that  Mr.  Clark  was  going  to  try  to 
buy  TJie  Oolden  Age. 

Q.  Now,  look  at  that  letter  and  say  if  that  is  not  the  letter?  [Handing 
witness  a  letter.]     A.  I  don't  think  it  is,  sir;  I  don't  think  it  is. 

Q.  Will  you  swear  that  it  is  not  the  letter  ?  A.  I  will  swear  that  my  im- 
pression is  that  it  is  not  the  letter.  My  impression  is  that  that  letter  was  a 
shorter  one,  which  simply  communicated  to  me  Mr.  Clark's  intention  of  pur- 
chasing; I  think  it  was,  sir.  I  have  tried  to  find  all  the  letters  that  I  had, 
and  probably  may  find  it  yet;  if  I  do  I  will  present  it  to  you. 

Mr.  Tracy.— That  is  all. 

Judge  Neilson. — Are  you  through  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — There  are  some  envelopes. 

Mr.  Morris. — Will  you  please  hand  those  letters  back  that  you  have  not 
used,  all  of  them  ? 

Mr.  Tra/'y. — ^You  have  produced  certain  letters  from  Mr.  Beecher  this 
morning  which,  we  understand,  are  all  that  you  have  in  your  possession  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Have  you  destroyed  any  of  Mr.  Beecher's  letters  to  you  ?  A.  I  should 
think  I  had,  sir. 

Q.  You  think  you  have  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  Intentionally?    A.  Intentionally?    I  could  not  have  done  it  unin- 
tentionally. 

Q.  Did  you  do  it  intentionally  ?    A.  Why,  of  course  I  did. 

Q.  Now,  when  ?    A.  I  suppose  when  I  received  them,  or  about  the  time. 

Q.  Do  you  know  when  ?    A.  I  know  I  have  not  since  your  subpoena,  sir. 

Q.  When  before  the  subpoena  did  you  destrdy  them  ?    A.  I  can  not  tell 
precisely  when,  sir. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  anything  about  it  ?    A.  No ;  not  precisely ;  no. 

Mr,  Ecarts, — There  was  an  envelope  that  was  identified  and  not  put  in 
evidence.     We  will  read  that. 

Mr.  Tracy. — It  is  post-marked— "  Brooklyn,  May  6,  5  P.  M.,  New  York. 
Mrs.  Elizabeth  Tilton,  care  of  Theodore  Tilton,  Esq.,  Brooklyn,  New  York." 

[Marked  *»  Exhibit  D,  48."] 

Q.  The  handwriting  of  that  envelope — is  that  Mr.  Tilton's  handwriting  ? 
[Handing  witness  the  envelope.]    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Fullertan, — ^Well,  you  mean  the  whole  of  it  is  in  his  handwriting  ? 

The  Witness, — No,  not  the  whole.     The  superscription.     The  memoran- 
dum is  not. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — There  is  no  distinction  between  the  superscription  and 
the  memorandum,  in  your  answer. 

Tlie  Witness. — I  beg  pardon. 

Judge  Neilsok. — The  answer  applied  to  the  direction  of  the  letter. 

Mr.  FtMerton. — ^And  therefore  was  an  error. 

Mr.  Evartff. — Give  us  the  letter  that  was  in  thlit  envelope.     [Handing 
envelope  to  plaintiff's  counsel.] 

Mr,  Morris. — I  don't  know  what  letter  you  refer  to. 

Mr,  Evarts. — ^If  your  Honor  please,  I  ask  the  counsel  to  produce  the  letter 
that  was  in  that  envelope. 

Mr,  Morris. — I  say  I  don't  know  what  letter  was  in  it. 

Mr.  Shearman, — We  ask  you  to  produce  a  letter  from  Mrs.  Tilton  to  Mr. 
Moutton,  written  February  10  or  11,  1872. 

Mr,  Ecarts, — ^It  is  postmarked  Lafayette. 

Mr,  Shearman, — Lafayette,  Indiana. 

Mr,  Eoarts, — Lafayette,  Indiana,  Peburary  12,  and  we  as^me  it  was  1872. 
Now,  if  you  will  find  the  letter. 

Mr.  Morris. — ^A  letter  from  whom  ? 

Mr.  Shearman. — A  letter  from'  Mrs.  Tilton  to  Mr.  Moulton.     The  letter  ia 
marked  **n  "  in  the  original  statement     [Paxtou's  pamphlet.] 

Mr.  Evarts.— The  Clark  letter  we  ask  the  stenographer  to  mark  for  identic 
fication,  as  being  that  concerning  which  your  Honor  has  ruled. 

[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  D,  49,  for  identification."] 

Mr.    Eoarts.^We    wish    this    paper   identified    as   the    letter   in   that 
envelope. 

Mr.  Tract/. — Is  that  the  letter  that  came  under  that  envelope  ?    [Handing 
witness  a  letter.]     A.  I  think  it  is;  yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Evarts.'^'We  ask  to  have  that  marked  for  identification.    We  do  not 
ofler  them  now. 
1—49. 
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[Letter  marked  "Exhibit  D,  60,  far  Iilentiflcati 

"Exhibit  D,  61,  for  identificatioD."] 

Q.  We  hsTe  calkd  on  you  for  all  envelopes  in  whi 

by  you  and  yon  hAve  prodaced  three,  two  of  vhich 

identification.    Have  jdd  any  others  I 

Mr.  XorrU. — Oh  I  we  have  produced  a  number  n 

Mr.  Traey. — ^Envelopes  ?    Where  are  they  T 

Jfr.  JftTTW.— Over  there,  with  the  letters  in  them. 

Mr,  Bnarti. — Ton  mean  these  that  you  g»ve  us  thi 

Mr.  Morria, — Tes,  air. 

JuDQE  KeiIiSOM. — He  can  answer  whether  he  has  i 

duced,  without  stopping  to  nnmber  them. 

Mr.  FSillcrton. — Tea.     Bot  ho  can  not  answer  tha 
Jfr.  Traoy.  — Wait  a  mocnent ;  the  question  was  put  I 

[To  ttie  witness.]    Have  you  any  other  envelopes  tb 

that  have  been  put  in  evidence  on  either  side  ?    A.  I 
Q.  What  has  become  of  them  t    A.  I  suppose  th' 

I  haven't  got  any. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  destroying  them  t     A.  I  d< 

when  I  destroyed  them.     They  most  be  destroyed. 
Q.  Do  yon  remember  destroying  them?     A.  I  d( 

destroyed  them ;  I  know  I  haven't  ffit  them ;  that  is  a 
Q.  Do  you  remember  whether  in  Exhibits  49  and 

cation — whether  in  tha(  envelope  there  was  also  a 

Tilton  t    A.  I  don't  really  remember,  sir,  whether  th 

think  there  was  not  though. 

Q.  You  don't  remember!    A.  Hj  impression  b  t 
Mr.  FuUerUm. — I  think  there  ought  to  be  some 

other  side  in  their  movements. 

Mt.  EEaTti. — What  would  yon  suggest 

Mr.  FuUerUm. — I  would  suggest  that  you  go  on. 

Mr.  Euarts, — That  is  exactly  what  we  are  suggest 

Mr.  FulUrton, — It  takes  you  too  long  to  make  the 

Mr.  Marli.—Bow  would  you  remedy  that  1 

Mr.   FuUerton. — By  going  on. 

Mr.  EeorU. — That  is,  provided  you  were  on  our  h 

Mr.  FuUertoa. — TSo\  if  I  was  on  yoar  dde  I  wouli 

Q.  You  say  yon  have  identified  the  gentleman,  H 

were  suppoucd  to  have  a  conversation  t    A.  I  will  te 

I  sent  over  a  young  man  this  morning  to  find  ou 

partner's  name  was  Bwan,  and  I  believe  that  to  be  th 
Q.  Did  you  say  to  him  on  any  occamon  since 

Beechor's  statement,  that  you  and  Hr.  Beecher  were 

you  bad  got  to  destroy  him,  or  ho  would  destroy  yo 

that. 
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Q.  Did  yon  say  anything  in  substance  like  that  t  A.  I  don^t  recollect 
that  I  did ;  I  have  not  any  recollection  of  saying  any  such  thing  as  that. 

Q.  You  remember  talking  with  him  about  it?  A.  I  don't  remember 
having  talked  with  him  about  it. 

Q.  This  conversation  was  in  the  city  of  New  York  f  A.  I  don't  remem- 
ber any  conversation  on  the  subject.     I  know  Mr.  Swan. 

Judos  Neilson. — It  may  be  another  Swan. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Swans  are  not  so  plenty, 

Mr.  Traq/, — Did  you  say  anything  to  him  on  the  subject  of  destroying 
Mr.  Beecher  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  that  I  did. 

Mr,  Tracy, — ^That  is  all ;  we  are  through. 

Rb-Direct  Examination  bt  Mr.  Fttllbrton. 

Mr,  FuU&rUm. — You  were  asked  a  moment  since  in  regard  to  the  envelopes 
which  contained  Mr.  Becchcr's  letters.  How  many  of  them  have  you  pro- 
duced ?    A.  I  produced  all  I  had. 

Q.  About  how  many  in  number  ?  The  record  seems  to  show  you  have 
produced  but  two  or  three,  in  consequence  of  the  form  or  structures  of  the 
questions  put  to  you  by  the  other  side  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  how  many  I 
produced ;  I  produced  all  I  had. 

Q.  About  how  many  are  there  ?  I  only  want  it  to  go  on  the  record  that 
there  are  more  than  three  ?    A.  There  are  more  than  three. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  destroying  any  of  the  envelopes  ?    A.  Tearing  them  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir ;  or  burning  them  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  precisely  about  it.  I 
must  have  done  so. 

Q.  Do  you  think  you  must  have  done  so  because  you  have  not  got  an  en- 
velope to  match  each  letter  that  is  produced  ?    A.  Yes,  sir;  precisely. 

Q.  You  reason  it  out  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  But  you  have  no  positive  recollection  of  destroying  any  one  of  them  f 
A.  I  didn't  undertake  to  keep  the  envelopes. 

Q.  In  regard  to  the  letters  of  Mr.  Beecher,  have  you  any  distinct  recollec- 
tion of  destroying  any  of  his  letters  ?  A.  I  remember  tearing  up  some  of 
his  letters  after  reading  them,  when  they  didn't  interest  me  very  much. 

Q.  Did  they  relate  to  this  controversy  that  is  going  on  in  any  way  ?  A. 
No,  sir;  I  don't  think  they  did. 

Q.  Did  you  preserve  every  letter  that  related  to  the  controversy  ?  A. 
Every  letter  of  importance,  I  think  I  did;  any  letter  I  considered  of  any 
importance  I  preserved. 

Q.  You  have  been  asked  with  regard  to  your  conversation  on  July  5th,  in 
respect  to  the  proposed  statement  made  at  that  time,  commencing,  **This 
church  and  community  are  unquestionably  interested,'^  &c.*  What  did  you 
say  to  Mr.  Beecher  at  the  time  that  publication  was  proposed,  or  was  the 
subject  of  conversation  ? 

Mr.  Evarts, — We  object  to  the  renewal  of  the  inquiry.     The  conversatioi 
was  affirmatively  g(me  into  by  our  learned  fi lends  as  a  part  of  their  direct- 
examination,  and  all  that  we  have  asked  him  was  what  occurred  this  morning, 

♦  See  "  Exhibit  No.  84,"  p.  431,  atUe. 
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which  was  whether  he  diiln't  mj  so  anil  ao*  That 
ijght  to  re-examine  him  as  to  the  converatitioD.  It  U 
their  onversation,  and  our  croas-ejcaiui nation. 

JiTDQB  Neilbon. — Unless  there  is  something  tha 
that  U  all. 

Mr.  Emrts.—Tie  niight  re-examine  him  in  regard  1 
that  conversation,  but  lie  ha-s  commenced  by  aaklng  1 
lion  was,  which  haa  already  been  produced  agafflrmatii 

Mr.  Fallerton.— It  is  not  to  be  expected,  if  the  cou 
Tiess,  after  the  lapse  of  such  a  leugth  of  time,  would  b< 
of  the  conversation  which  took  place  between  liimac 
The  wilncBs's  attention  was  called  to  this  statement,  ■ 
34,"  and  to  what  he  said  ti)  Mr.  Beecher  at  the  time, 
that  part  of  the  conversation  which  was  then  within  h 
undergone  a  severe  cross-examination  in  respect  to  tl 
has  been  asked  if  he  did  not  say  such  and  such  thin 
rated  in  the  question,  bringing  up  to  his  mind  same 
heretofore  stated;  and  he  ststed  once  or  twice  durinj 
that  be  wns  wtUirg  tn  state  what  he  said  to  Mr.  Beech 
is  to  say,  the  subject  incorporated  in  the  question, 
thing  said  on  that  subject  which  the  witness  didn't  n 
his  direct  cxaniinution,  it  Is  proper  for  me  now  to  call 

JcDOE  Nbilbon. — Especially  as  he  was  not  allow 
was  cross  examined. 

Mr.  FuUerUn.  -Tes,  sir;  that  is  the  reason  why 
course,  we  can  not  shut  our  eyes  to  the  conclusion  that 
to  him  with  u  view  of  contradicting  him  by  some  othe 
and  proper  that  he  should  state  what  ho  did  say  to  ^ 
jeet,  at  that  time,  if  be  did  not  sa;  the  exact  things  i 
in  the  quesfion  put  to  him. 

Mr.  ErarU. — My  learned  friend  is  altogether  out  t 
to  contradict  him.     We  wanted  to  prove  that  he  said 

JtiDOE  Neilsok. — I  think  he  may  answer  the  '^uei 

Mr.  Eenrfa.—Oae  moment,  if  your  Honor  please, 
nation.  It  is  a  very  grave  matter,  if  we  are  to  unden 
tion  of  one  of  the.?e  interviews  is  authorized,  or  some 

Judge  Nuilson.— My  recollection  is  that  the  wit 
on  the  cross  examination,  in  answering,  said  he  could 
was  nut  allowed  to,  as  he  had  then  no  right  to  do^  exi 
counsel  examining  him  [p.  7.18,  nnU], 

Mr.  Eeartii. — I  agree  that  wliat  peftnins  to  that  ve 
tion  tliat  we  brought  out,  may  he;  I  don^t  argue  aj 
against  the  generality  of  the  conversation — that  the 
be  gone  into. 

Judge  Neilbon.— You  are  at  liberty  to  read  what 
and  then  the  inquiry  might  be  shortened. 

*  Sw  p.  759,  ante. 
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Mr,  Tracy, — This  is  a  conversation  that  occurred  between  the  witness  and 
Mr.  Beecher  one  Sunday,  on  the  5th  of  July,  when  they  had  a  walk  on  Sun- 
day, when  the  witness  introduced  Mr.  Robinson  as  one  of  the  parties  to  the 
conversation.  That  will  identify  the  conversation,  as  I  understand  it.  That 
was  the  conversation  of  last  July,  1874.  He  was  examined  fully  on  that 
matter,  and  on  cross-examination  we  asked  him,  didn^t  you  in  that  conversa- 
tion tell  Mr.  Beecher  thus  and  so  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton. — And  in  reply  he  said,  **1  didn't  tell  him  that,  but  I  will 
tell  you  what  I  said  if  you  will  let  me." 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  counsel  is  mistaken.  The  witness  said,  **I  did  say  so," 
that  is  the  answer  of  the  witness — '*  I  did  say  so.** 

Mr.  Fullerton. — That  is  not  the  way  the  evidence  stands  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — We  call  attention  to  the  direct  examination.  [Reading  from 
middle  of  p.  430,  ante] : 

**Q.  Was  any  otlier  course  proposed  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  I  submitted  to  him 
a  paper  which  I  had  dictated  to  Frank  Carpenter,  and  I  said:  *Mr.  Beecher, 
if  anything  is  said,  I  deem  it  most  judicious  that  this  should  be  said,*  and  I 
read  to  him  that  which  I  had  dictated  to  Mr.  Carpenter." 

Mr,  EvartH, — That  is  the  paper  concerning  which  the  examination  and 
cross-examination  proceeded.  [The  learned  counsel  here  continued  to  read 
the  remainder  of  tlie  direct  examinatirm  of  the  witness,  on  p.  430,  to  the  end 
of  the  last  question  on  that  page.] 

That  was  the  subject  of  the  examination. 

The  Witness. — That  was  not  July  5th. 

Mr.  Eoarts.  —[Reading  again.]  **  Q.  What  occurred  with  reference  to 
that  card  at  any  time  after  that  ?  " 

Then  Mr.  Beecher's  answer,  and  then  the  witness,  and  then  Mr.  Beecher, 
and  then  Mr.  Fullerton  said:  ^'I  now  offer  the  paper  in  evidence."  Then 
the  witness  said:  "1  had  a  subsequent  conversation  with  Mr.  Beeclier  about 
it,  and  I  told  him  that  I  had  seen  General  Tracy  concerning  a  reply  to  the 
Bacon  letter"  [p.  431,  ante].  All  that  was  gone  into.  I  don't  see  that  it  is 
proper.     All  we  have  said  will  appear  by  the  evidence  to-day. 

Mr.  Bench. — Tlien  he  was  asked,  **  When  that  card  was  presented  or  shown 
to  Mr.  Beecher,  did  you  not  say  thus  and  thus?"*  Suppose  the  witness 
answers  that  he  did  say  that,  on  re-examinatioa  are  we  not  permitted,  his 
memory  having  been  refreshed  by  that  specific  question,  he  having  added  to 
the  conversation — may  we  not  ask  him,  '  *  What  else  did  you  say  in  that 
connection  ?" 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarts. — In  that  connection. 

Mr.  Beach. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarts, —  We  have  not  objected  to  that. 

Mr.  Beach, — If  he  says,  he  did  not  answer  thus  and  thus,  as  inquired  of, 
**  but  I  will  tell  you  what  I  did  sav: "  are  we  not  permitted  to  ask  him  what 
it  was? 

Judge  Neilson. — You  are. 

*  See  p.  758,  ante. 
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3fr.  Beafh. — Thiit  is  tbe  couroe  we  are  pnrsnirg. 

JuDOR  Nrii.b')'.-.—  The  appretiension  of  the  conuai 
called  upon  Iht  wif  ess  to  repeat  the  entire  converaai 
given  on  ilic  iliiecl. 

Mr.  FiiUeiifJii.—Your  attention  wna  called,  on  t 
the  conversation  wliich  jou  liad  with  Mr,  Beecher  o 
proposed  statement,  and  you  were  asked  whether  ; 
conversation  certain  things  to  Mr.  Bcechur.  I  under 
not,  but  that  yon  ilid  say  somotliin^' that  jouwontd  tc 
you  wcrt  not  pcruiilted.     I  now  ask  you  to  state  wY 


Mr.  iWrfji.— That  we  oliject  to. 

Mr.  Fidlirlon. — It  would  have  been  well  to  have  rwi 
question  was  completed. 

JuDOE  NEiLSotc.— I  think  I  must  allow  that, 

Mr.  EcarU. — I  beg  your  Honor'M  pardon.  The  p 
has  not  so  answered ;  he  has  said  that  he  did  say  n 
not  that  he  dldn'L 

Mr.  Fiillerlon.— The  decision  of  the  Court  is  usua 
bnt  it  Rcenis  to  he  the  commencement  of  it  in  this  en 
my  friends  will  be  sstisGed  with  the  presentation  ol 
inquiry. 

Mr.  Etartt. — This  is  the  first  time  the  question  t 
first  time  I  objected  to  it  ;  and  I  have  given  as  a  t 
statement  exactly  the  opposite  of  the  fact. 

Mt.  FuUerton. — The  same  question  was  put  in  aul 
and  the  intervening  time  was  exhausted  in  your  ai 
bod  decided  the  question  admissible  half  a  dozen  tim 

Mr.  tkarlt. — I  am  always  ready  to  take  a  r 
course. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — But  it  don't  seem  to  do  you  any  g 

JodqeNbilbok. — I  think  counsel,  instead  of  n 
ODglit  to  put  his  qDCBtiou  specifically  as  to  anything  I 

Mr.  Fvllertim. — I  have  directed  the  attention  of  t 
the  question  pnt,  and  to  his  answer,  and  asked  bin 
said  on  that  subject  at  that  time. 

Judge  Neilsok. — Tie  can  answer  that. 

Mr.  FvarU.—'Mj  objection  is  that  yoQ  don't  sta 
and  I  object  to  it. 

Mr.  Fullfrton. — The  gentleman's  objection  has  bt 

Judge  Neilson. — I  intimate  now,  that  yon  can  a 
said ;  wiiether  you  arc  correct  in  y inf  recollection  or  i 

Mr,  EvarU. — The  objection  to  the  question  is  jnst 

Mr.  FutUrton. —BMt  not  better. 

Mr.  Ec'irff. — If  your  Honor  requires  him  to  mi 
well;  if  net,  1  wirh  to  obj^^ct  to  it,  and  to  have  my  o 
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Mr,  FuUerton, — ^The  objection  is  made ;  we  have  got  the  decision,  and  the 
exception  is  noted.     Is  there  anything  else  ? 

Mr,  Evarts, — ^I  do  not  understand  the  Court  to  have  so  decided. 

Judge  Neilson. — [To  Mr.  FuUerton.j  Does  your  question  call  for  a 
repetition  of  the  original  evidence  ? 

Mr,  FulUrton, — No,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — Then  proceed. 

The  Witness, — Will  the  stenograplier  repeat  the  question  ? 

[The  stenographer  here  read  the  question.] 

Mr,  Evarts, — ^Your  Honor  will  note  my  exception  to  the  allowance  of  the 
question  as  it  now  reads. 

Judge  Neilson. — [To  the  witness.]     What  further  did  you  say  ? 

The  Witness. — My  recollection  is  that  I  told  Mr.  Beech er  that  Mr.  Tilton 
had  committed  himself  in  that  interview  at  Delmonico's  to  peace,  if  Mr. 
Beecher  kept  silent,  or  made  the  statements  which  he  did  make;*  and  my  im- 
pression is  also  that  I  told  him  that  if  that  course  was  followed,  I  should 
destroy  the  documents. 

Mr.  Beach, — It  is  now  one  o'clock. 

The  Witney. — I  think  we  had  better  go  now ;  I  want  to  make  some  arrange- 
ments at  one  o'clock. 

Mr.  Beach, — What  do  you  prefer  ? 

TJie  Witness, — ^I  prefer  to  go  on.  I  will  come  back  here  after  I  make  my 
arrangements  at  home.    I  want  to  finish  it  to-day. 

AFTERNOON  SESSION. 

Mb.  Moulton  recalled  and  the  re-direct  examination  continued. 

Mr.  FulUrton, — Do  you  recollect  a  letter  that  was  put  in  evidence  on  your 
cross-examination,  written  by  Mrs.  Tilton  to  yourself,  commencing  **formy 
husband's  sake  and  my  children's  I  hereby  testify  with  all  my  woman's  soul 
&c."  ?     [**  Exhibit  D  44,"  p.  723,  anU,]     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Having  now  found  the  letter,  I  place  it  in  your  hands,  and  ask  you  the 
origin  of  that  letter  ? 

Mr.  Tracy, — Wait  a  moment  To  that  question  I  trust  the  witness  will  not 
be  permitted  to  give  conversations  between  himself  and  Mr.  Tilton  on  that 
subject. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  would  not  be  proper  to  give  conversations  with  Mr. 
Tilton,  unless  it  is  one  that  has  been  called  out  on  their  part. 

Mr,  Bea^h — Or  unless  it  was  communicated  to  Mr.  Beecher. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^Yes;  and  in  that  case  you  might  begin  with  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — What  was  said  in  reference  to  that  letter  in  the  presence 
of  Mr.  Beecher,  or  which  was  communicated  to  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Mr,  I'rary.— That  we  object  to,  your  Honor.  We  have  not  gone  into  any 
such  conversation,  and  if  they  have  any  such  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher, 
iu  regard  to  that  letter  or  any  other  letter,  it  is  affirmative  proof  wliich  they 
should  have  gone  into.     We  have  simply  proposed  the  letter  in  evidence,  and 

*  So  in  the  stenographer's  notes. 
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proved  tbat  Hr.  Tiltoa  presented  it  tn  [he  wttnesa. 
conversation  about  it,  ' 

JcimE  NBn.BON, — That  brings  up  the  sahject,  ar 
what  WB9  naid  to  Mr.  Hrecher,  iF  BDjttaing,  abont  the 
asked  before,  becAiise  the  letter  was  not  pmduned. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Ynur  Honor  will  note  our  exception. 

The  Witntti.—l  Bcnt  for  Hit.  Beecher  to  come  to  i 
ing  in  the  latter  part  of  December.  1872,  and  he  cami 
Mm.  Tilton  had  said  to  Mr.  Tilton  that  she  thought  t 
of  the  stories,  and  that  she  had  written  a  letter  to  m 
handed  to  me,  find,  so  far  as  Mr.  Tilton  was  r.oncemei 
ing  that  thej  should  take  the  responsibility  of  »i 
should,  and  that  lie  might  if  he  choose;  and  I  left  J 
Ion  together — or  rather  before  that  Mrs.  Tilton  was  a< 
camu,  and  I  am  under  the  impression,  Mr,  that  I  remt 
interview,  that  I  didn't  see  much  good  at  that  late  ha 
is  whnt  I  remember  about  the  letter,  sir. 

Q.  Was  that  Irtter  present  dnriog  that  eoDversat 
letter  was  present. 

Q.  Did  you  show  it  to  Mr.  Beecher  during  tha 
showed  it  to  Mr.  Beecher;  yes,  ar, 

Q.  The  letter  is  "Exhibit  D,"  44  [p.  728,  ante], 
servations  in  regard  tn  it  ?  A.  I  left  him  alone,  sir, 
with  Mr.  Tilton ;  the  interview  I  was  not  present  at  a: 

Q.  The  denials  were  never  published,  I  believe  ! 

Q.  Now,  you  have  been  asked  in  regard  to  yoar  h 
I  ask  you  when  that  hostility,  if  it  may  be  so  termed, 
I  found,  sir,  through  his— through  having  read  a  [ 
statement — that  in  return  for  my  kindness  towards 
ruin  me  by  false  charges  against  me,  as  I  deemed  thi 
Q.  Up  to  that  time  you  had  felt  friendly  towards  : 
hostility  to  him,  sir,  to  that  time, 

Q.  Whatever  you  may  have  said  in  regard  to  him 
consequence  of  that  publication  of  his  I    A.  Yes,  sir. 
Mr.  ffi>ar(»,— That  I  object  to. 
Judge  Neilhon, — We  will  take  it. 
The  Witnest. — I  have  answered  it,  yes,  dr. 
Judge  Neilsok. — That  goes  to  the  quo  ardmo  of  t 
ifr.  .Btiirfa.  — Whether  it  was  in  consequence  of  i1 
if  it  is  aft^r  that.     It  is  right  of  course  to  prove  fact 
are  to  be  drawn  by  the  court  and  the  jury. 

JtJDOE  Neilson. — I  think  we  will  allow  the  qnesti 
Mr.  Btart*. — Your  Honor  will  please  note  my  exce 
Q.  Was  there  any  other  cause  of  hostility  ?  A.  I 
Q.  Now.  your  attention  has  been  called  to  the  lette 
to  one  of  Mr.  Beecher  written  the  latter  part  of  Jul] 
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say  in  regard  to  that  letter  when  yon  showed  it  to  him  ?    A.  What  was  that 
letter,  sir  ? 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Just  hand  him  the  letter  of  August  4th.  You  will  find 
it  in  the  first  part  of  Judge  Porter*s  cross-examination. 

[Book  handed  to  the  witness.] 

Q.   VThat  is  it  marked  ?    A.  Marked  »*  D  7  "  [p.  534,  anU]. 

Q.  The  letter  of  August  4th,  then,  marked  **  D  7,"  being  shown  to  you,  I 
ask  you  what  Tilton  said  in  regard  to  it  when  it  was  shown  to  him  ? 

Mr.  Evarfs. — That  we  ol)ject  to.  What  Tilton  said  to  Moulton  is  not 
evidence  against  us. 

JudoeNeilson. — On  what  ground  is  it  evidence  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton, — It  is  a  part  of  the  ren  gestos.  They  prove  that  the  letter 
was  exhibited  to  Mr.  Tilton,  and  they  mean  to  draw  an  inference  from  it. 

Mr.  Beach. — They  seek  to  conclude  him  by  the  contents  of  the  letter — his 
seeing  it.     Now  what  answer  did  he  make  ? 

Mr.  F\dlerton. — ^Thpy  mean  to  argue  that  he  acquiesced  in  the  sentiments 
expressed  in  that  letter.     Now,  they  can't  foreclose  Mr.  Tilton  in  that  way. 

Mr,  Evarts. — We  can  at  any  time  prove  what  Tilton  did,  and  the  plaintiff 
can  not;  that  is  the  principal  proposition  of  evidence.  Now,  we  have  proved 
in  regard  to  this — ^if  I  comprehend  the  subject-matter  of  the  present  inquiry 
rightly  to  be  the  letter  of  Mr.  Beecher  to  Mr.  Moulton  of  the  4th  of  August, 
and  Mr.  Moulton's  reply  of  the  5th — we  have  proved  that  this  letter  of  Mr. 
Beecher's  was  shown  to  Mr.  Tilton,  and  that  Mr.  Tilton  made  the  answer 
which  was  sent.  Now,  those  are  acts  of  Mr.  Tilton.  What  Mr.  Tilton  said, 
while  he  was  doing  those  acts,  to  Mr.  Moulton  with  whom  he  was  acting,  is 
not  evidence  against  us.  We  got  the  letter,  and  we  prove  that  it  proceeds 
from  Mr.  Tilton  in  the  form  that  he  writes  it  and  Mr.  Moulton  signs  it.  Now, 
in  consequence  of  our  proof  of  that  act  of  the  plaintiff — all  whose  acts  which 
are  pertinent  we  have  a  right  to  prove,  and  none  of  which  they  have  a  right 
to  prove — they  seek  to  bring  in  the  conversation  that  took  place  between  Mr. 
Moulton  and  Mr.  Tilton  while  these  acts  were  being  performed.  That  is,  as 
I  understand  the  evidence,  and  I  know  no  rule  of  evidence  which  permits  it. 

Mr.  Beach. — Will  the  counsel  permit  me  to  call  his  attention  to  a  rule  of 
evidence  fundamental,  that  when  an  act  is  given  in  evidence,  any  accompany- 
ing declarations  qualifying  or  explaining  the  act  are  admissible  as  a  part  of 
the  res  gestce. 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  agree  to  that. 

Mr.  Beach. — Well,  if  he  agrees  to  that  be  proves  the  act  of  Mr.  Tilton 
upon  the  presentation  of  his  letter  to  him.  Now,  we  propose  to  prove  what 
Mr.  Tilton  said  in  connection  with  the  act  of  reception  or  the  act  of  drafting 
the  reply  to  that  letter. 

Mr.  Evarts. — The  reason  we  proved  the  act  is,  the  res  gestcs  can  be  proved 
HS  between  Tilton  and  Beecher.  Now,  the  reasoning  of  my  learned  friends 
and  the  proposition  of  evidence  is  sound.  If,  when  Tilton  delivered  that 
letter  to  Mr.  Beecher,  supposing  he  had  delivered  it — and  so  there  was  an  act 
between  them  in  that  form,  then  what  Mr.  Tilton  said  when  he  delivered  it 
if  we  omitted  it,  they  could  prove,  no  doubt.     But  the  note  is  Tilton's  writing 
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— a  letter  for  Moulton  in  answer  to  Mr.  Beech er,  which  letter  is  sent  to  Mr. 
Beccher.  That  is  the  action  of  Tilton  that  we  proved.  Now,  they  prove  the 
conversation  between  the  writer  and  the  amanuensis,  the  dictator  and  the 
man  who  furnishes  the  handwriting  at  the  time  that  it  was  going  on ;  that  is 
the  present  proposition. 

Mr,  Beach, — Counsel  will  please  observe  that  we  ask  no  question  as  to  a 
declaration  of  Mr.  Tilton  in  regard  to  the  letter  which  he  drafted  and  sent  to 
Mr.  Beecher;  the  question  is  as  to  the  letter  from  Mr.  Beecber  which  was  pre- 
sented to  him. 

Judge  Nbilson. — I  understand  that.  What  did  he  say  when  he  saw  the 
letter  ?    I  think  he  can  give  that,  sir. 

Mr,  Evarts, — Doesn't  it  transcend  any  rule  as  yet  considered  whereby 
everything  that  passed  between  this  witness  and  third  persons,  including  M^. 
Tilton,  in  order  to  affect  Mr.  Beecher,  should  have  been  brought  home  to  him. 
Now,  that  has  not  been  done. 

Judge  Neilson. — This  is  part  of  the  act  of  receiving  the  letter.  I  admit 
it  with  that  view. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — ^It  was  a  letter  which  they  put  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Evarts, — li  your  Honor  please,  Mr.  Moulton  receives  a  letter  from  Mr. 
Beecher,  he  goes  and  shows  it  to  Tilton,  and  the  conversation  between  them 
is  to  be  given  in  evidence  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — As  a  part  of  the  act;  yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Beach. — That  is  what  they  prove — showing  the  letter  to  Mr.  Tilton — 
for  without  that  they  could  not  introduce  it  at  all,  and  upon  the  theory  that 
he  approved  it  when  it  was  brought  to  his  attention. 

Mr,  Evarts, — The  theory  is  of  proving  that  he  made  the  answer  which  we 
have  given  in  evidence. 

Judge  Neilson. — We  will  receive  what  was  said  in  immediate  connection 
with  the  act  of  receiving  the  letter. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Moulton? 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Eoarts,-  -Your  Honor  will  be  so  kind  as  to  note  our  exception. 

The  Witness, — I  said  to  Mr.  Tilton  that  the  statement  in  the  letter,  that 
Mr.  Beecher  had  placed  in  my  hands  for  merely  safe-keeping,  letters  addressed 
to  him  from  his  brother  and  sister  and  various  other  parties,  and  also  memor- 
anda of  affairs  not  immediately  connected  with  Mr.  Tilton^s  matters,  were 
untrue — that  that  statement  was  untrue — and  I  asked  hiiii  if  he  did  not  re- 
member that  that  was  untrue — asked  him  to  recall  the  circumstances,  and  he 
said  he  did  recall  the  circumstances,  and  he  did  recall  them. 

Q.  Who  recalled  that  ?  A.  Mr.  Tilton  said  he  remembered  the  letters  of 
Mrs.  Hooker,  and  remembered 

Mr.  Evarts, — What  he  said,  I  suppose,  is 

Mr,  Fullerton. — That  is  what  he  has  stated. 

The  Witness. — Yes,  I  will  tell  you  what  he  said  before. 

Judge  Neilson. — Please  to  un^lerstand  it  is  what  he  said  in  immediate 
connection  with  his  seeing  the  letter. 

The  Witness. — Yes,  sir,  precisely  so. 
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JuDGB  NBIL8017. — And  nothing  beyond  that. 

The  TPt^n^M. —Precisely. 

Judge  Kbilsok.  —Go  on. 

TheWitnew, — He  said  to  me,  **  Don't  you  remember  in  that  connection 
that  Mr.  Beecher  wanted  me  to  go  and  see  Mrs.  Hooker,  and  that  I  did  go  to 
see  Mrs.  Hooker,  and  that  I  did  it,  for  the  purpose  of  quieting  her  as  against 
making  the  charge  of  aduhery  against  him,  charging  her  with  adultery;  and 
don't  you  remember  upon  the  same  authority,  I  mean,  that  she  proposed  to 
charge  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mrs.  Tilton  with  adultery,  and  I  came  back  and  told 
Mr.  Beecher  that,  and  he  seemed  to  be  perfectly  satisfied  with  it,  and  was  de- 
lighted with  it;  don't  you  remember  that  ?"  he  said  to  me,  and  he  recalled 
it,  and  I  did  remember  it. 

Mr,  EvarU, — Said  what  you  said  ?  A.  I  said  yes;  I  remembered  it  in 
substance. 

Mr,  EvarU, — Asserting  that  you  did  remember  it  is  not  stating  what  you 
said. 

The  Witness. — I  stated  that  as 

Mr,  Fullerton, — Never  mind. 

The  Witness, — Pardon  me. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — ^I  call  your  attention 

TJte  Witness, — Wait  a  moment.  Mr.  Tilton  also  said — you  know  that  I 
have  not  had  access  to  your  depository  of  materials,  and  that  is  about  all,  and 
then  he  

Mr,  Evarts, — Now,  if  your  Honor  please,  the  evidence  having  been  given, 
I  move  to  strike  it  out  entirely,  as  no  part  of  the  res  gestce  whatever,  and  a 
mere  form  of  bringing  in  conversation  between  these  parties  concerning  some 
facts  in  this  case. 

Judge  Nbilson. — The  motion  is  denied. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  except  to  your  Honor's  decision. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — 1  call  your  attention  to  the  letter  of  August  the  5th  ["Ex- 
hibit D  6,"  p.  521,  ante]y  to  that  part  of  it  referring  to  a  proposed  consent  from 
both  Mr.  Beecher  and  Mi,  Tilton  to  use  these  papers  in  your  hands,  and  I  ask 
you  whether  at  that  time  you  procured  a  consent  from  either  party. 

The  Witness — Almost  immediately,  sir,  after  the  writing  of  the  letter  from 
Mr.  Tilton 

Mr,  Evarts. — One  moment. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — ^I  ask  if  he  procured  a  consent  to  use  these  papers  from 
any  one. 

[Book  shown  Mr.  Evarts  with  explanations  of  counsel.] 

Mr.  Evarts. — As  1  understand  this  present  question,  this  letter  has  nothing 
to  do  with  it  except  as  a  suggestion  to  the  mind  of  the  witness.  Whenever 
be  undertakes  to  prove  the  occurrence  of  telling  him,  why  then  I  will  object 
to  it.  The  point  of  this  inquiry,  as  I  understand  it,  is  to  prove  action 
between  Mr.  Tilton  and  himself,  and  all  such  action  I  object  to,  as  the  general 
rule  of  evidence  entitles  me  to  object  to  it.  That  something  must  occur  to 
take  it  up 
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Judge  Neilson. — Some  arrangement  or  suggestion  about  procuring 
consent. 

Mr.  Evarts. — It  was  not  a  suggestion.  A  communication  was  made  to  Mr. 
Beecher  in  this  letter  which  Mr.  Tiltou  wrote,  referring  to  that  subject.  But  it 
was  not  a  transaction  in  which  Mr.  Beecher  took  any  part  or  was  invited  to 
take  any  part.  Then,  thereafter,  because  a  man  has  said  in  a  letter  to  Mr. 
Beecher,  that  he  will  not  do  a  thing  without  doing  something  else  first— on 
that  mere  statement,  which  we  had  nothing  to  do  with  except  to  receive  it, 
they  propose  to  show  that  he  afterwards  did  the  things  that  he  said  he  would 
do.  The  question  is  whether  the  things — whether  he  said  he  would  do  them 
or  did  not  say  he  would  do  them — are  matters  that  affect  Mr.  Beecher 

Judge  Neilson. —What  is  your  proposition. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — My  proposition  is  this,  sir,  to  prove  that  Mr.  Moulton 
obtained  consent  from  Mr.  Tihon  to  use  these  papers  then  in  Moultcn's 
hands,  having  in  the  first  place  construed  Mr.  Beecher's  letter  into  a  consent 
on  his  part.  And  I  do  it  for  this  purpose:  They  intend  upon  the  other  side 
to  draw  an  inference  against  Mr.  Moulton,  for  the  reason  that  he  refused  to 
give  either  the  originals  or  copies  of  those  papers  to  Mr.  Beecher  upon  his 
application.  His  reply,  as  your  Honor  recollects,  was  that  he  was  the  custo- 
dian of  them  for  the  benefit  of  both  parties,  and  that  he  would  not  give  them 
to  either  one  without  the  consent  of  the  other. 

Judge  Neilson. — What  is  the  paper  that  shows  Mr.  Beecher's  consent  ? 

Mr.  Fullerton. — The  letter  of  August  4th. 

The  Witness. — [Reading]:  **I  do  demand  that  you  forthwith  place  before 
the  Committee  every  paper  which  I  have  written  or  deposited  with  you." 
My  answer  reads:  **In  reply,  I  can  only  say  that  I  can  not  justly  place  before 
the  Committee  the  papers  of  one  of  the  parties  without  doing  the  same  with 
the  papci*s  of  the  other,  and  I  can  not  do  this  honorably  except  either  by  legal 
process  compelling  me  or  else  by  consent  in  writing  not  only  of  yourself  but 
of  Mr.  Tilton,  with  whom  I  shall  confer  on  the  subject  ns  speedily  as  possible." 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Now,  it  is  proper  for  me  to  show  consistency  in  the  con- 
duct of  this  witness,  by  showing  that  he  procured  that  consent  of  Mr.  Tilton, 
and  then  went  before  the  committee  to  give  the  papers. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  you  must  show  the  acts  though  separate;  they 
must  have  been  separate. 

Mr.  Evarts. — The  difficulty  is,  that  the  act  does  not  affect  us;  it  is  no  act 
of  Mr.  Beecher's  or  that  affects  him ;  it  is  not  so  proposed.  It  is  proposed  as 
an  act  of  Mr.  Tilton's  with  this  witness. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  witness  proposes  to  have  the  consent;  and  I  rule 
that  he  may  prove  the  consent  obtained  from  both  or  either  of  the  parties. 

[Exception  by  defendant.] 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Now  what  did  you  do  in  that  regard  ?  A.  Immediately 
Drocured  the  consent  of  Theodore  Tilton,  sir. 

Q.  And  then  ?    A.  Went  to  tlie  committee. 

Q.  Then  you  went  to  the  committee?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  With  the  papers?  A.  Yes,  sir;  or,  rather,  I  went  to  the  com- 
mittee  


Jan.  26,  1876.]  RE-DIRECT  EXAMINATION.  781 

JuDGB  Neilsok. — That  was  after  the  communication  from  Mr.  Beecher  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  EtarU. — ^We  object  to  all  this. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^Well,  Mr.  Beecher  called  for  the  papers;  then  he  pro- 
CQied  Mr.  Tilton's  consent  to  use  the  papers. 

Mr.  Eearts, — He  didn't  give  them  to  Mr.  Beecher  after  that.  The  only 
point  with  us  was  that  Mr.  Beecher  applied  to  him  and  he  made  this  reply 
which  Mr.  Tilton  sanctioned  and  wrote;  that  is  the  end  of  that  transaction. 
Now,  they  seek  to  show  the  consistency  of  the  witness.  We  have  nothing  to 
do  with  that ;  we  are  not  trying  his  consistency,  nor  the  fact  of  what  he  did 
with  third  persons  to  make  out  consistency. 

Judge  Neilson. — No ;  but  I  simply  rule  that  it  is  competent  for  him  to 
state  whether  or  not  he  got  Mr.  Tilton's  consent  to  use  the  papers. 

Mr.  EvartH, — That  has  been  made  the  subject  of  an  exception,  and  that 
disposes  of  that.  Then  he  goes  on  to  state,  after  he  got  the  consent,  "  I  then 
took  the  papers  and  went  before  the  committee." 

The  Witness. — I  made  a  mistake  in  saying  that  I  then  took  the  papers. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Well,  took  the  papers  afterwards  and  went  before  the  com- 
mittee.    We  have  nothing  to  do  vdth  that. 

The  Witness. — Well,  I  made  a  mistake,  if  you  have  that  impression. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  that  last  line  may  be  stricken  out. 

The  Witness. — ^I  wont  before  the  committee  with  a  statement,  after  he 
went,  and  stated  to  the  committee  that,  having  had  the  consent,  I  would 

Mr.   Evarts. — We  object  to  this. 

Mr.  Beach, — Will  you  listen  one  moment. 

Mr.  Evarts. — No,  for  this  reason,  that  I  have  called  his  Honor's  attention 
to  the  additional  stajtement;  and  his  Honor  said  that  that  should  be  stricken 
out.  Now,  while  that  is  pending,  I  object  to  the  witness  going  on  with  other 
matters. 

Mr.  Beach. — Well,  I  am  going  on;  it  is  not  the  witness;  I  am  just  now 
stating  to  your  Honor  a  proposition.  The  demand  from  Mr.  Beecher  was  that 
these  papers  should  be  furnished  either  to  him  or  the  committee.  Mr.  Moul- 
ton  says:  **I  can  not  do  that,  Mr.  Beecher,  without  procuring  the  consent  of 
Mr.  Tilton."  Mr.  Moulton  immediately  procures  the  consent  of  Mr.  Tilton, 
and  then  complies  with  the  demand  of  Mr.  Beecher.  Now,  why  have  they 
given  these  letters  and  this  demand  ?  How  was  the  demand  permissible  ex- 
cept for  the  purpose  of  showing  an  unfriendliness  of  sentiment  on  the  part 
of  Mr.  Moulton — except  for  the  purpose  of  arguing  that,  when  Mr.  Beecher 
demanded  from  Mr.  Moulton  that  he  should  produce  these  papers  before  the 
committee  he  refused.  And  as  the  evidence  now  stands,  sir,  if  you  strike 
out  the  latter  part  of  this  witness'  testimony,  that  is  the  attitude  in  which 
this  witness  is  placed. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  should  be  stricken  out  and  should  be  the  subject 
of  a  question ;  so  that  it  can  be  objected  to.  It  is  consistent  enough  up  to 
that  point. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — When  you  got  the  consent  of  Mr.  Tilton  therefor,  did  you 
go  before  the  committee,  and  if  so,  what  did  you  do  ? 
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[Objected  to.] 

Judge  Neilson. — No,  that  ia  wrong;  did  you  take  the  papers  before  the 
committee  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — Did  you  mo  before  the  committee  and  tender  the  papers  de- 
manded by  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

[Objected  to.] 

A.  I  did. 

Mr.  Fuflerton. — That  would  be  objected  to  on  the  gound  that  it  was  lead- 
ing; and,  therefore,  I  ask  him  what  he  did  when  he  got  there.  After  you  got 
that  consent  what  did  you  do  with  the  papers  ? 

Mr.  EvarU. — That  we  object  to. 

A.  I  withheld  the  papers  at  the  solicitation  of  Gen.  Tracy,  Mr.  Beecher^s 
reprenentative,  from  the  committee,  in  consultation  with  my  counsel,  Oen. 
Butler. 

Q.  Wliat,  subsequently,  did  you  do  with  the  papers  ?  A.  I  published  my 
— I  published  the — I  produced  the  papers  quoted.  It  needs  an  explanation, 
your  Honor. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  question  is,  whether  you  took  these  papers  to  the 
committee  or  furnished  them.     A.  No,  I  didn't  take  them  to  the  committee. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — Or,  furnished  them  ?  A.  I  did  not;  and  I  will  tell  you  why. 

Mr.  Morris. — You  were  going  on  to  state 

The  Witness. — I  went  before  the  committee,  if  your  Honor  will  allow  me 
to  state ;  I  went  before  the  committee  next  day,  and  stated  to  the  committee 
that,  having  had  the  consent  of  both  parties,  I  should  on  a  certain  day,  pro- 
duce the  papers ;  I  think  that  day  was  to  be  Saturday,  and  the  meeting  of 
the  committee  was  postponed  until  Monday;  and,  in  the  meantime,  Gen. 
Tracy  was  in  consultation  with  Gen.  Butler. 

Judge  Neilson. — Leave  that  out. 

Mr,  Evarts. — That  is  all  the  esse^  anyhow. 

The  Witness, — No,  it  is  not. 

Judge  Neilson.  —What  occurs  between  the  witness  and  Mr.  Tracy  and 
Gen.  Butler  is  not  to  be  received. 

The  Witress, — Gen,  Tracy  claimed  to  be  the  representative,  your  Honor, 
of  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Don't  argue  about  this. 

The  Witness. — I  don't  choose  to  argue;  lam  only  stating  to  his  Honor 
what  I  think  I  have  a  right  to  state. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Now,  none  of  that  is  in  evidence.  These  statements  made 
to  your  Honor,  they  form  no  part  of  "the  record  of  the  evidence. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  is  competent  for  the  counsel  to  prove  that  those 
papers,  in  some  form,  were  furnished  pursuant  to  the  demand  on  one  side  and 
c  )nscnt  on  the  other. 

Mr,  Evarts, — That  your  Hon  )r  has  ruled,  and  that  is  of  course  received 
under  the  ruling. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^Well,  he  can  interrogate  him  then  with  that  view. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — ^I  asked  him  the  reason  why  he  did  not 

Mr,  Evarts. — That  is  objected  to. 
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Mr,  FuUerton,— One  moment,  if  you  please;  there  is  the  point  that  you 
can  not  talk  all  the  while. 

JuooE  Kbilson. — Well,  without  asking  him  his  reason,  you  can  ask  what 
he  did  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — Yes,  sir.  I  wish  to  know  what  he  did  in  that  respect, 
and  I  wish  this  witness  to  be  fairly  understood  in  regard  to  this  matter;  why 
he  did  not  go  before  the  committee  and  take  all  the  papers;  if  he  did  not, 
there  is  a  reason  for  it. 

Mr,  EvarU, — That  I  object  to. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — After  you  got  the  consent  of  both  parties  to  produce  these 
papers,  did  you  go  before  the  committee  and  offer  to  produce  them  ?  A.  I 
went  before  the  committee,  yes,  sir,  and  stated  that  I  would  produce  them. 
If  you  will  find  the  communication,  sir,  (I  don't  know  where  it  is  in  this 
book),  that  I  made  to  the  committee — I  think  it  was  on  August  5th  or  6th 
that  I  made  it,  promising  to  go  before  them  on  Saturday. 

Mr,  EvarU, — That  is  the  very  one  that  was  rejected  by  your  Honor  as  not 
being  admissible  heretofore. 

Mr,  Bea4ih. — ^It  is  made  admissible  ilow. 

Judge  Neilbon. — Go  on. 

Mr,  Evarts, — This  is  under  my  exception. 

Judge  Neflson. — I  don't  intend  to  have  you  understand  that  I  rule  that 
any  communications  made  by  the  witness  to  the  committee  are  to  be  received 
at  present.     I  haven't  that  view.  . 

Mr,  Evarts,  — ^Then  I  ask  that  to  be  struck  out. 

Judge  Nbilson. — The  contents  of  the  paper  are  not  given.  We  have  the 
naked  fact  that  he  sent  a  communication  on  the  subject  to  the  committee. 

Mr,  FulUrton, — That  is  an  application  to  strike  out  something  before  it 
gets  in. 

Mr,  EcarU, — I  did  not  move  to  strike  that  out. 

The  Witness, — I  immediately  proceeded,  your  Honor,  to  comply  with  the 
request  of  both  parties,  and  went  before  the  committee  for  that  purpose. 
That  is  all  that  I  propose  to  state. 

Mr.  Evarts, — Now  that  is  not  evidence. 

Mr.  FulUrton, — ^It  is  evidence  because  the  court  has  admitted  it.  [To  the 
witness] :  Did  you  go  before  the  committee  after  that ;  and  did  you  take  any 
part  of  those  papers;  and  if  so,  what  part  ?  A.  Yes.  sir;  I  went  before  the 
committee  after  that,  and  I  took  the  papers  that  were  quoted  by  Mr.  Tilton  in 
his  statement  to  the  committee,  and  there  is  a  reason  why  I  did  not  take  any 
more,  if  you  want  that. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — Well,  I  want  to  know  the  reason  why  he  didn't  take 

Mr.  Evarts, — I  object  to  it.  Certainly  if  the  acts  of  the  witness  are  ad- 
mitted we  are  not  to  take  the  reasons  of  his  not  acting  otherwise. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — But  they  seek  to  condemn  this  witness  because  he  did  not 
give  Mr.  Beecher  an  opportunity  of  seeing  these  papers,  and  because  he  did 
not  take  them  before  the  committee  as  requested. 

Judge  Neilbon. — ^You  have  proved  he  took  the  papers  before  the  com- 
mittee. 
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Mr,  FuUerton. — I  have  proved  he  took  a  part.  May  I  not  prove  the  reason 
he  did  not  take  the  rest  ? 

JuDGB  Neilson. — No  matter  about  the  reason. 

Mr.  ^«i^.— Suppose  Mr.  Beerher  had  told  .him  not  to  produce  them  ? 

Mr,  Evurts. — Well,  prove  that. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — How  will  I  prove  it,  unless  you  permit  me  to  ask  the  ques- 
tion ? 

Mr.  Evarts. — Now,  all  those  papers,  what  became  of  them  we  all  know. 
Their  subsequent  history  has  been  testified  to. 

The  Witness. — No,  it  has  not.     Tlie  history  has  not  been 

Mr.  Evarts. — He  <Jt>es  not  say  that  he  took  them  before  the  committee. 
The  only  question  is  what  the  reason  was  he  did  not  take  them;  that  1 
object  to. 

Mr.  FulUrton. — We  will  see  now  if  we  haven't  a  right  to  this  testimony. 
I  repeat  they  seek  to  put  this  witness  in  a  false  attitude,  and  they  mean  to 
keep  him  there,  if  they  can  do  so  by  preventing  him  from  giving  the  reason 
why  he  did  not  do  a  certain  thing.  He  had  the  choice  either  to  give  those 
papers  to  Mr.  Beecher,  or  to  take  th^n  before  the  committee.  He  took  a 
part  of  them  before  the  committee.  I  propose  to  show  the  reason  why  he  did 
not  take  the  balance  ;  that  it  was  in  harmony  with  the  wish  of  the  other  side 
that  they  were  withheld,  as  supposed  by  their  suggestion  and  at  their  request. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  you  may  prove  that. 

Mr.  Futlerton. — Well,  I  hope  1  will  be  able  to  without  a  thousand  and  one 
interruptions. 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  must  interrupt  when  I  consider  the  evidence  illegal,  your 
Honor,  and  I  propose  to  do  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  understood. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Well,  if  the  exception  is  the  end  of  it,  I  shall  be  ^ry 
happy. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Now,  I  don't  propose  to  be  talked  to  any  more.  I  don't  in- 
stitute any  of  these  observations  between  counsel,  never,  and  I  don't  propose 
to  submit  to  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  have  a  right  to  be  heard  whenever  you  think  the 
question  calls  for  it. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — ^I  propose  to  make  just  those  observations  when  counsel 
insist  upon  arguing  a  question  that  has  been  decided  by  your  Honor,  over  and 
over  again. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  think  the  counsel  meant  to  do  that.     Go  on. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Why  did  not  you  take  the  balance  of  the  papers  before 
the  committee  ? 

Mr.  Eoarts. — That  is  objected  to. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — That  we  understand,  it  is  objected  to, 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  propose  to  have  it  entered  every  time. 

Judge  Neilson. — Now,  what  is  the  question? 

The  Witness. — Now,  what  is  the  question  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  am  afraid  to  repeat  the  question  because  there  may  be 
another  objection  and  exception. 
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The  Witness, — What  is  the  question  ?    Read  it. 

Judge  Neilbon. — ^Rcad  the  question. 

[The  stenographer  read  the  question.] 

A.  On  Sunday  preceding  the  Monday  on  which  I  had  agreed  to  take  the 
papers  before  the  committee,  Gen.  Tracy — ^if  I  remember  the  day  correctly,  I 
think  I  do — went  with  me  to  the  Fifth  Avenue  Hotel  to  see  Gen.  Butler  with 
reference  to  the  suppression  of  the  statement,  and  I  saw  Gen.  Butler  with 
Gen.  Tracy, 

Mr,  Emrts. — Any  interview  of  that  kind  we  object  to.  Here  is  a  narrative 
that  took  place — supposed  to  have  taken  place  between  Gen.  Butler  and  Mr. 
Tracy.     Now,  that  is  not  evidence. 

Judge  Neilbon. — Now,  if  upcm  that  conference  he  was  restrained,  we 
want  the  result;  that  is  all;  not  the  conversation.  If,  in  view  of  that  inter- 
view or  convcrsHtioUf  he  was  restrained  or  not  restrained  from  taking  the 
additional  papers,  he  may  state  that  fact,  as  goins^  to  show  the  animus  of  the 
witness,  acting  in  good  faith  or  bad  faith.  Now,  get  him  to  do  that.  [To 
the  witness.]  You  had  a  conversation  ?  A.  I  had  a  conversation,  sir.  Shall 
I  give  it  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — With  Gen.  Tracy  and  Gen.  Butlei;?  I  don't  care  what 
the  conversation  was. 

The  WitnenH, — Very  well,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — [To  Mr.  Fullerton.]     Now,  ask  the  question. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — Did  you  refrain  from  taking  those  papers  before  the  com- 
mittee in  consequence  of  anything  that  occurred  there  on  the  occasion  to 
which  you  refer  ?    A.  Yes. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  that  givcb  it  sufficiently. 

Q.  Who  did  Gen.  Tracy  represent  on  that  occasion  ? 

Mr.  Evarts.— Well, 

The  WUriesH. — He  said  he  represented  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Well,  I  objected. 

Judge  Neilson. — Take  it,  sir;  let  it  stand.    Take  an  exception. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Yes,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — Go  on. 

Q.  Was  it  with  his  approbation  that  you  withheld  them  ?  A.  With 
whose  approbation,  sir  ? 

Q.  Mr.  Tracy's  ?    A.  It  was  at  his  request. 

Q.  And  that  is  the  reason  why  you  did  not  take  the  balance  before  the 
committee,  is  it — the  balance  of  the  papers  ?  A.  That  is  one  of  the  reasons. 
I  will  give  the  balance  of  the  reasons.     Shall  I  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — ^No;  we  have  got  enough. 

Q.  Did  you  have  another  meeting  the  next  day  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Where  ?    A.   At  my  house. 

Q.  Who  was  present  ?    A.  !Mr.  William  C.  Eingsley,  Mr.  Franklin  Wood 
ruflf.  my  father,  and  Gen.  Butler. 

Q.  Any  one  else  ?     A.  And  my  wife. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Tnicy  there  ?    A.  No,  I  believe  not ;  he  came  that  evening 
though,  after  I  had  been  to  the  committee. 
1—50. 
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Q.  Bid  anjtbing  occor  that  erening  after  ;oa  hiu 
ith  regard  to  these  papers  that  ;ou  did  not  produce 

Mr.  ifcort».— With  whom  t 

Mt,  yuWerton.— With  Geo.  TrfcCy. 

JuDOE  Neilson. — I  think  thatia  anfflciently  accoo 

Mr.  BcnTtt.—'Yfsa,  air. 

there  was  something. 
no  will  let  that  ataad,  th< 
Ir.  Houlton,  what  stateniei 
ent  to  the  Fifth  Avenae  B 


Tht  W((n<M.— Yea, 

JuDOE  NeII.HOH.^1 

Mr.  Falletion.—^a' 
uiierntion  when  ;on  tli 


Mr.  ^'(-f<.— The  converaation  at  the  Fifth  Avenn 

Mr.  Faaert/>n.~Yes. 

JcDOE  Nbtlbon.— What  statement  was  under  com 

Mr.  Fullfrton.—Yea. 

Tht  WitMM.—The  first  long  atatement  that  I  p 
ceded,  in  the  publication  that  I  made  of  it,  bj  a  card 

Mr.  Erartt. — Ton  deacrilie  it  a^the  first  long  one 

Mr.  i^'uWiTton.— Never  mind  1  nevermind  I 

The  Witna».—l  can't  help  minding  him. 

Mr.  FulUrlon.^l  know;  tliis  talk  back  and  fortl 
counsel  is  out  of  order,  in  mj  judgment. 

The  lFi(n««t,— Well,  sir,  I  beg  pardon. 

Q.  Did  jou  know,  or  did  Mr.  Tilton  know  at  anj 
niahed  with  money  direutly  or  indirectly,  from  Mr.  Bi 

Q.  Did  Mrs.  Tilton  know  that  any  money  that  wa 
dirtctly  or  indirectly  from  Mr.  Beeclier?    A.  I  don't 

Q.  You  didn't  tell  her,  did  you  f    A.  I  did  not. 

Q.  Your  attention  haa  been  called  to  your  inlimai 
A.  Yes.  sir. 

Q.  And  you  hare  stated  when  it  commenced  am 
licve  ?    A.  I  belicTe  I  have;  yes. 

Q.  I  want  yon  to  stale,  sir,  now,  what  caused  you 
that  intimacy — acquaintance  or  intimacy  ) 

Mi:  Evartt. — Tbo  direct  examination  liaa  gone  int4 
eianiined  hiin  upon  it. 

Mr.  Fallerton.  —I  hava  a  right   to  show  now,  wr, 

Mr.  ErarU. — That  he  ahowed  on  his  direct  eiamii 

Mr.  Fidl^rton. — No,  he  did  not  ahow  it. 

Jdtjob  Nbilbon. — Partially,  I  think,  not  wholly. 

Mr.  Ecartt, — Just  so  far  as  they  saw  fit.  It  is  thei 
no  right  to  liavc  it  unless  we  have  laid  a  foundatioi 
ccming  the  matters  that  we  brought  out,  liut  that  iB 
question  i»,  what  the  motives  and  reasons  of  his 
woman  were,  which  was  the  very  thing  which  was  t 
amination. 
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Mr,  Fullerton, — Your  Honor  will  perceive  that,  rince  the  direct  examinu- 
tioD,  they  have  put  in  a  portion  of  this  Woodhull  scandal,  which  makes  it 
necessary,  now  that  we  should  account  for  this  gentleman^s  acquaintance  with 
that  woman  who  promulgated  those  doctrines. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  you  may  ask  him  what  led  to  that  acquaintance, 
and  what  led  to  its  continuance. 

Mr.  Evartg, — I  will  call  your  Honor's  attention  to  this. 

Judge  Nkilson. — I  recollect  it  generally,  sir.  He  may  ask  what  led  to 
that  acquaintance  and  what  led  to  its  continuance.  [To  Mr.  Fullerton.]  Now 
put  the  question,  sir. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Now,  may  I  go  on,  sir  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Go  on. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — What  led  to  your  acquaintance  with  Mrs.  Woodhull,  and 
to  its  continuance  ? 

Mr.  Evnrts. — Your  Honor  will  note  an  objection  to  that  as  being  a  recur- 
rence to  a  subject  already  affirmatively  introduced  by  them. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes.  sir. 

The  Witness. — The  desire,  sir.  entirely,  for  the  suppression  of  the  stories 
against  Mr.  Beecher  in  connection  with  Mrs.  Tilton,  and  his  adultery  with 
Mrs.  Tilton. 

Q.  Were  you  acquainted  with  Mrs.  Woodhull  until  these  scandals  were 
abroad?  A.  I  never  was  acquainted  with  her,  sir,  before;  I  never  became 
acquainted  with  her,  sir,  until  after  her  card  in  The  World;  I  stated  it 
already. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — That  was  all  stated  on  the  direct. 

Q.  In  which  she  shadowed  forth  an  intention  to  (lublish  this  scandal  ?  A. 
Yes. 

Q.  For  what  reason  was  she  invited  to  your  house  ?  A.  In  order  that  I 
miglit  use  the  better  my  influence  upon  her  for  the  suppression  of  the  story  of 
Mr.  Beccher's  adulteries  with  Mrs.  Tilton. 

Q.  State  whether  your  wife  objected  to  her  being  brought  there  ?  A.  My 
wife  did  object  to  her  being  brought  there. 

Q.  And  whom  did  she  consult  upon  the  subject  ?    A.  Mr.  Beecher. 

Q.  Were  you  present  when  Mr.  Beecher  gave  her  some  advice  on  the  8ul>- 
ject?    A.  No.     Mr.  Beecher  told  me  the  advice  that  he  gave. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  he  advised  her  do  ?  A.  Mr.  Beecher  said  that  my 
wife  had  said  to  him  that  I  had  asked  that  Mrs.  Woodhull  come  to  the  house; 
and  Mr.  Beecher  said  that  my  wife  had  objected;  and  he  said  that  he  told 
her  that  he  did  not  think  association  with  Mrs.  Woodhull  could  hurt  her,  and 
that  he  thought  it  to  be  her  duty  to  co-operate  with  me  f»)r  the  suppression  of 
these  stories  concerning  him  and  Mrs.  Tilt(m. 

Q.  Had  you  any  sympathy  with  Mrs.  Woodhull  in  her  free-love  doctrines  ? 

Mr.  Evaris. — That  I  object  to. 

The  Witness. — I  had  not  known  her,  sir;  no,  I  had  not  any  sympathy  with 
Mrs.  Woodhull  in  her  free-love  doctrines. 

Q.  Did  you  know  what  her  doctrines  were  b<?fore  her  speech  at  Steinway 
Hall  upon  that  subject  ?    A.  No ;  I  did  not  know  anything  about  them. 
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Q.  You  were  present,  I  understand  you,  at  that  meeting  t  A.  I  was; 
yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  told  us  that  Mr.  Tilton  introduced  the  speaker  ?  A.  I  have ; 
yes,  sir. 

Q.  Will  you  tell  us,  as  near  as  you  can,  what  words  were  used  in  that 
introduction  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Please  to  do  so. 

Mr,  EvarU. — Well,  your  Honor. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  was  proved  by  you,  you  know. 

Mr,  Fullertou, — They  proved  the  fact 

Mr.  Evarts, — Now,  can  we  prove  her  whole  lecture  ? 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Not  by  proving  what  he  said,  because  he  did  not  repeat  it 

Mr,  Evarts, — Can  we  prove  her  whole  lecture  ? 

Mr,  Fullerton, — That  question  does  not  -come  up. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  you  have  it  sufficiently;  he  introduced  her. 

Mr,  Evarti, — ^That  is  the  point  of  my  objection. 

Judge  NErLsoN. — I  think  that  is  sufficient.  It  don*t  appear  that  he  com- 
mended it. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — They  have  laid  the  foundation,  as  they  think,  for  an 
argument  that  Mr.  Tilton  is  to  be  held  responsible  for  all  the  doctrines  pro- 
mulgated there  that  night,  because  he  introduced  the  speaker. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  have  decided  that  he  was  not,  unless  it  appeared  that 
he  knew  before  what  the  lecture  was  to  be.* 

Mr.  Fullerton,  —I  may  prove  what  he  said  when  he  introduced  her,  I 
suppose. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  do  not  see  the  value  of  it ;  it  is  not  suggested  that  ho 
commended  her. 

Mr,  FulUrton, — But  it  will  be  argued  that  he  commended  her. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  hardly  think  it. 

Mr,  Evarts. — We  certainly  shall  argue  that  the  introduction  of  a  lady  to  a 
public  audience  to  deliver  a  free-love  lecture  is  an  assumption  of  responsibility 
towards  the  public  of  what  she  has  to  say. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — Your  Honor  therefore  sees  you  can  not  anticipate  what 
they  will  argue  on  the  other  side. 

Mr.  Evarts. — ^The  measure  and  extent  of  it,  of  course,  is  a  subject  of 
argument. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  have  already  ruled,  I  think,  that  unless  it  appeared 
that  Mr.  Tilton  knew  what  the  lecture  was  to  be — what  the  subject  was  to  be 
— he  was  not  responsible  for  the  lecture  following  the  introduction;  and  not 
being  a  prophet,  or  the  son  of  a  prophet,  he  could  not  foresee  what  she  waa 
to  say. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — ^Your  Honor  has  been  admonished  by  the  counsel  on  the 
other  side,  as  to  the  line  of  argument  they  design  to  follow. 

*  See  p.  G45  ante,  and  State  v.  FHtzhvgh,  cited  in  note  on  p.  491  ante.  See  also 
Lewis  y.  Feio  (A nth.  N.  P.  102).  where  in  an  action  for  a  libel  for  publishing  an 
addrcj^s  adopted  ut  a  political  meeting,  a  person  present  and  acting  at  such  meet- 
ing, was  held  incompetent  to  act  as  juryman. 
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Judge  Neilson. — I  think  1  shall  take  care  that  the  jury  shall  not  misin- 
terplret  it.     I  think  there  will  be  no  misconception. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — There  will  not  be,  if  we  arc  permitted  to  give  this  evi- 
dence. 

JuDOE  Neilson.  — I  have  decided  that  point. 

Mr,  Beach, — It  seems  to  me  this  question  is  altogether  aside  from  that. 
It  appears  that  Mr.  Tilron  introduced  Mrs.  Woodhull  to  the  audience.  Now 
is  it  to  be  seriously  argued,  when  they  prove  the  result  of  what  Mr.  Tilton  said 
and  did  upon  that  occasion,  that  we  can  not  get  at  the  details,  and  a&k  what 
he  said  by  which  he  did  the  act  which  ihey  prove  he  did. 

Judge  Neilson. — If  jou  did  not  introduce  her,  you  could  prove  it,  of 
course,  by  way  of  contradiction,  but  if  all  you  did  do  was  to  introduce  her, 
you  can  well  afford  to  leave  it  there. 

Mr.  Beach, — What  is  an  introduction  ?  We  may  afford  to  leave  it  under 
your  Honor's  ruling;  but,  sir,  I  submit,  when  they  prove  an  act  done  by  Mr. 
Tilton,  which  must  of  necessity  be  accompanied  by  words,  and  do  not  give 
the  words,  may  we  not  prove  them  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — I  do  not  think  that  it  is  material.  He  went  forward 
with  his  coat  on  his  arm,  and  introduced  her.     That  is  all  we  have. 

Mr,  Beacii. — He  must  have  said  something  to  introduce  her. 

Judge  Neilson — It  can  not  be  material  here. 

Mr.  Beath. — Your  Honor  will  perceive  that  it  may  be  immensely  material 
to  us,  sir.  Suppose  Mr.  Tilton  had  said  in  that  introduction  to  the  audience, 
**  Ladies  and  gentlemen  :  I  am  requested  to  present  Mrs.  Woodhull  to  you 
this  evening,  but  I  caution  you  that  I  am  not  responsible  for  anything  she 
may  say.'*    Is  not  that  admissible,  sir  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — You  may  prove  that  if  you  can. 

Mr,  Beach. — It  is  just  what  we  are  going  to  prove.  ^ 

Judge  Neilson. — I  hardly  think  it  is  to  be  expected  that  a  gentleman 
would  take  such  a  precaution  as  that. 

Mr.  Beach. — Very  possibly,  but  I  give  it  as  an  illustration. 

Judge  Neilson. — We  will  take  it. 

Mr,  Evarts. — ^Your  Honor  will  note  our  exception. 

Mr.  FuUerton  —Repeat,  as  nearly  as  you  can  remember  them,  the  words 
with  which  he  introduced  Mrs.  Woodhull  to  the  andience  at  Stein  way  Hall 
on  that  evening  ?  A.  Do  I  need,  in  the  answer  to  that  question  to  precede 
that  introduction  at  all  ? 

Q.  No. 

Judge  Neilbon. — When  he  came  forward  with  his  coat  on  his  arm,  to 
introduce  her,  what  did  he  say  ?  A.  As  nearly  as  I  can  remember,  sir, — ^I 
have  not  read  it 

Mr,  EtarU, — We  ought  to  know  whether  he  remembers  anything  a1>out  it. 

The  WitneM, — I  shall  give  it  as  nearly  as  I  can  recollect  it:  **  Ladies  and 
gentlemen — It  is  quite  unusual  for  me  to  be  in  town  during  the  lecture  season, 
and  I  unexpectedly  find  myself  here  to-night.  I  find  that  several  representa- 
tive men  have  been  asked  to  introduce  the  lady  who  will  address  you,  to  this 
audience,  and  some  have  refused  on  the  ground  that  they  know  nothing  of 
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her  cliaracter,  and  others  on  the  ground  that  the;  are 
Aa  to  the  6rsf,  I  think  I  know  that,  sod  will  therefoi 
i)f  Youchinij  for  it,  Aa  to  the  accond  point,  I  do  m 
are,  I  have  never  heanl  her  express  them.  She  ma; 
I  would  rather  Iw  both  in  one  than  to  lack  the  conraj 
can  audience,  for  a  woman,  the  right  of  freedom  of  ! 
Q.  Was  that  the  snbBtancc  of  it  I  A.  That  was  tl 
the  applause  that  followed. 

Q.  Then  followed  the  lecture  t    A.  Then  followei 

Q.  Now,  Mr.  Moultott,  did  jon  and  Mr.  Tiltoa  h 

eveninft  at  a  place  other  than  Steinwaj  Hall  ?    .4.,  T 

Q.   Whoso  proposition  was  it  to  go  to  Steinway  H 

Tilton  had  nn   engagement  to   dine  with  me  at  mv  ti 

Goldm  Agr  otBcc  for  htm  to  have  him  come  to  mj  ho 

JfDOE  Neilbox. — Do  not  say  what  he  sold. 

jVr.  Fiilkrion. — I  propose  to  show  that  going  to  B 

accidental  that  nii;ht. 

JuDRB  Neilsok. — Prove  that;  not  by  coaversatio 

Mr.  FiiJ'trtoa. — I  can  hanlly  prove  it  id  any  other 

Mr.  ErnrU.~T\itt^  is  the  tronble.     The  convera 

Mr,  Tilton  does  not  prove  as  against  Mr,  Beecbcr 

there. 

JrDOE  NKtL!*OS. — No, 

Mr.  Eearlf.~T\\at  ia  the  troitble  with  all  of  it,  th; 
are  concerned,  does  not  derive  any  authority  from 

JuDOR  Neii.sos.— Mr.  Fnllerton,  go  on. 
'      Q.  At  whose  suggestion  was  it  that  you   went  th 
Tilton  said  that  as  ne  had  not 

Jddob  NEn.soN. — Do  not  aay  what  was  said. 

The  I^'i(nm.— I  beg  pardon. 

.W>.  Frartt. — I  object  (o  the  question  at  whose  au 
Mr,  Bpechcr  ia  connected  with  it.  Your  Honor  can  i 
tive  of  these  two  men's  lives  can  be  given  under  this 

Judge  Nf-ii-aon'. — We  do  not  propose  to  take  the 
whose  sufrgestion  ? 

Mr.  FaVerton. — At  what  time  in  the  afternoon  or 
tion  made  ? 

Mr.  JBrurdr.— That  I  object  to. 

.TrDOR  Neii,pon.— We  will  take  it. 

The.  MfHiM*.— Alwul  six  o'clock,  bctiveen  live  an^ 

Mr.  EmrtK—'Vlhs  is  it  at  all  material,  your  Hon 
cnme  evidence  against  us,  whether  it  was  accidenti 
anggetition  of  thin]  persona  or  the  suggestion  of  a  r 
It  has  not  the  quality  o(  evidence  bearing  against  us 

JtrooE  Neilhoit. — I  think  it  should  l>o  received,  s 

Q.  What  time  in  ihe  afternoon  was  the  auggestio 


Jan.  26,  1875.]  REDIRECT    EXAMINATION.  791 

Mr.  Tracy.  —Your  Honor  will  note  our  exception  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

A.  Between  five  and  six  o'clock,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  your  dinner  hour  ?    A.  Six. 

Q.  You  had  no  thought  then,  of  going  to  Steinway  Hall  until  that  sugges- 
tion was  made  ?    A.  No. 

Mr,  Evarts. — That  I  object  to. 

The  Witness.-^^o. 

Judge  Neilson.— They  certainly  have  a  right  to  prove  that  this  introduc- 
tion, wliich  you  have  shown,  came  about  casually  or  accidentally,  was  not  a 
fixed,  set  purpose,  or  whatever  the  character  of  it  was — not  to  give  conversa- 
tions.    That  is  tlic  extent  of  my  ruling.     Go  on,  sir. 

Mr.  Evarts. — Your  Honor  has  my  exception  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  spoken  of  the  Produce  Exchange.  That  is  an  institution  in 
New  York,  I  believe  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Are  you  a  member  of  it  ?    A.  I  am. 

Q.  How  long  have  you  been  a  member  of  it  ?  A.  For  a  good  many  years. 
I  don't  know  how  many. 

Q.  How  many  members  are  there  in  that  institution  f  A.  I  think  there 
are  2,000  or  2,500. 

Q.  How  many  are  there  in  daily  attendance  generally  ?  A.  I  should  think 
1,500  or  2,000,  as  near  as  I  can  estimate  it. 

Q.  How  frequently  do  you  attend  the  Produce  Exchange  ?  A.  Every  day 
— every  business  day,  when  I  am  in  town. 

Q.  Now,  will  you  state  how  many  different  men — give  us  some  kind  of  an 
estimate — accosted  you  in  reference  to  this  scandal,  after  these  statements 
were  made  ?    A.  A  great  many,  sir.     I  don't  know  how  many.    A  great  many. 

Q.  Give  us  some  idea  of  the  number — the  daily  number  that  accosted  you 
concerning  it  after  this  scandal  broke  out  f 

Mr.  Evarts. — You  mean  after  the  Wood  hull  publication  ? 

Mr,  FuUerton. — Yes,  sir, 

A.  I  don't  know ;  15  or  20  a  day,  I  should  think,  daring  the  excitement 
of  it,  at  least. 

Q.  Sometimes  more  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  your  object  in  answering  them  ? 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  I  object  to. 

The  Witness. — To  mislead. 

Mr,  Evarts. — That  I  object  to,  if  your  Honor  please. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  already  ruled  upon. 

Mr.  EwirU, — I  object  to  it  as  evidence  in  itself.  Every  man  is  to  be 
judged  by  his  words. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  can  not  take  that. 

Mr,  FulUrton — It  was  not  objected  to  at  the  time  he  did  it. 

Mr.  EcarU. — Certainly. 

Mr.  FulUrton. — No,  sir;  it  was  all  right  then.  I  have  a  right  to  prove 
why  he  did  it,  and  who  approbated  it. 
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3fr.  Bcart:  — TheD  yoa  get  the  evidence ;  but  you 
it  doea  not  get  any  evidence. 

Mr.  Bench. — Your  Honor,  we  bnve  not  priived  thn 
tcnna.  They  puc  questions  to  tliis  witnesa,  and  proi 
to  specific  partie.4  at  specific  times  and  places.  W^e  D 
him  that  tbose  declaration);  <^'hicll  he  admits  to  hai 
this  sHine  purpose  which  he  spoke  of  generally,  and 
which  he  gave  witc  dictated  by  Mr.  Bi-echcr. 

JuDoic  Neilson. — That  is  a  modiflcaticn  of  the 
that  view  is  correct.    Tour  question  relates  to  all  thei 

3fr.  Fidlerlon. — Certainly  it  does, 

JoDoK  NEti.so!f. — The  question,  if  limited  to  t 
been  given  liy  them 

.tfr.  FuUeFton.—Wen,  they  are  legion,  sir. 

JuDOK  Neilbon. — I  think  he  may  answer  as  to  al 

Mr.  Eeartt. — He  may  answer  whatever  Mr,  Beech 
all  those. 

JuDOK  Neilsos, — All  those,  sir. 

Mr.  Eeartt,  —  Rnt  nothing  else — ot  his  own  move 
reasons. 

JODoK  Nbilbo!!. — He  may  state  his  reasons,  prov 
municatcd  it  to  Mr.  Beccher, 

Mr.  Eixirtii.—yirW,  but  arc  we  to  assume  that  h( 
frequently  said  that  the  better  way  ia  to  iiegin  with  > 
to  Mr,  Beccher, 

JntiOE  Kbilsos. — Well,  we  have  some  evidence  o 

Mr.  Evorls. — It  is  already  in. 

JoDoie  Neii.bon. — Yes;  anw  as  applied  to  these  p 

Mr,  Ecarti. — We  don't  want  more  brought  in  un 
gitiniately. 

JcoOE  Xgilson.  —In  regard  to  these  persona  you 

Mr.  EearU. — That  is,  whatever  passed  botweei 
witness  concerning  any  of  these  nitnoases,  separate  fr 
duced,  1  suppose  tiiigbt  be  legitimate  evidence;  but 
tlie  prcBent  inquiry. 

Mr.  FalleHon. — What  object  had  you  in  view  in  i 
in  the  Produce  Exchsngc  whu  accosted  you  and  ques 
lu  this  scandal  ? 

Mr.  Ecnrti. — That  we  object  to. 

The  Witnenn. — To  give  Mr.  Beechor  a  character  fo 

Mr.  j:rar(».— We  object. 

Mr.  ffeiMA.— [To  the  witness.]     They  object     Ti 

The  Witness.— I  beg  pardon, 

Mr.  Ermrts.- -Ynnr  Honor  heard  the  question  t 

JuDOK  Nbilso-s. — Yes,  air,  I  admit  it,  and  you  t( 

Q.  What  obji;ct  do  you  say  you  had  in  view  I 

JuDQK  Neii.boh. — He  has  answered. 
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The  WitMii. — I  have  answered. 

Q.  What  idea  did  you  mean  to  convey  to  these  people  ? 

Mr.  Beach, — I  would  like  lo  have  the  answer  read. 

[The  stenographer  read  the  answer  referred  to  as  follows:  **To  give  Mr. 
Beecher  a  character  for  purity."] 

Q.  You  used  appropriate  language  for  that  purpose,  did  you  ?   A.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  EDtrts.^Thiit  I  object  to.  The  words  that  he  used  are  the  words  to 
be  given  in  evidence. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  have  got  it. 

Mr.  EtarU. — What  authority  ia  there  to  ask  a  witness  to  state  evidence, 
and  then  ask  for  a  statement  by  the  witness  himself  that  he  used  words 
appropriate  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — As  he  understood  it. 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  understand  that;  but,  your  Honor,  how  does  it  become  a 
subject  of  evidence,  when  it  is  what  he  9aid  that  you  and  the  jury  must 
judge  of,  and  not  take  the  witness*  construction  ? 

Judge  Neilson, — We  will  take  it.  ^ 

Mr.  EtarU. — I  move  to  strike  out  the  answer. 

Judge  Neilson. — Denied. 

Mr.  EmrU. — ^We  except. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^Proceed. 

Q.  What  passed  between  you  and  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  what  you  said, 
or  what  you  were  to  say  to  any  persons,  who  catechised  you  on  the  subject  ? 

Mr.  Starts, — That  we  object  to,  as  they  have  examined  him  about  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^I  think  that  is  proper  if  applied  expressly  to  any  of 
these  gentlemen  whom  you  have  named. 

Mr.  EoarU. — Undoubtedly.  If  they  will  take  Mr.  Buck,  or  Mr.  Swan,  or 
Mr.  Baxter 

Judge  Neilson. — You  need  not  name  them. 

Mr.  EmrU. — There  is  the  point,  if  your  Honor  please. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  have  named  them  all,  and  the  answer  of  the  witness 
should  be  applied  to  some  of  those  persons. 

Mr.  EvarU: — Now,  if  your  Honor  please,  it  is  not  permissible  for  this 
witness  to  apply  the  past  evidence  argumentatively  to  these  people.  That  is 
hU  affair.  What  Mr.  Beecher  said  to  him  he  has  already  testified  to.  Now, 
if  he  has  anything  more  that  Mr.  Beefcher  said  to  him  concerning  these  par- 
ticular cases,  he  may  now  be  inquired  of  undoubtedly  upon  the  particular 
cases  having  been  brought  in  by  us.  But  that  is  not  the  effort.  The  effort 
is  not  to  give  any  new  act  concerning  Mr.  Beecher,  but  to  apply  by  the  wit- 
ness' argument  or  statement,  some  previous  statements  of  Mr.  Beecher  that 
were  general,  to  these  particular  circumstances. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  know  whether  they  were  previous  and  general 
or  not. 

Mr.  Etartn, — I  ask  to  be  guarded  against  any  such  consequences.  If  each 
of  these  cases  can  be  put  to  the  witness,  and  it  is  said,  '*What  did  Mr. 
Beecher  say  to  you  concerning  what  you  siiid  or  what  you  should  say  to  Mr. 
tiwan  ?  " — that  is  a  question,  possibly,  admissible. 
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JinME  Nbilbon. — It  is  nut  to  be  eipoctud  that  the  vr 
o  Mr.  Becchcr  and  said  to  hint,  "I  had  a  con  versa  tinn 
a  Slid  BO,  and  with  B.  and  lold  him  bo  and  «n.'' 

Jfr.  Erarti, — It  ia  not  for  U8  to  suppose  what  could  i\ 

Judge  Neii,bon. — Mr.  FuUerton,  will  you  proceed  i 
ine  proper 

J/r.  /ft:ar(«.— There  ia  a  limit,  if  yonr  HoDor  please. 

JnnoE  Neilson. — No  doubt  there  is  a  limit.  [To 
nust  hare  an  idea 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  have  a'distinct  idea,  and  that  ide« 

— Qo  on,  in  respect  to  any  of  these 

[Tlic  stenographer  read  the  ijocBtion.] 

Q.  What  passed  bctiveen  ,vi>u  and  Mr.  Bcecher  ii 
t>aid,  or  what  tou  were  to  say  to  any  pi-rson  who  catci 
jcct  J  « 

Mr.  Etfirtt. — That  we  object  to  as  recalling  what  ha 
to  on  the  sulijcct. 

The  ITifnfM.— Can  I  answer  it  t 

JimoE  Seilsos. — Proceed. 

The  Wifneig. — I  remember,  sir,  having  said  ti  Mr,  B 
(]ue8tii>aed  by  Mr.  Baxter  on  tlie  subject,  and  by  otlien 
now  recollect,  and  that  1  had  undertaken  to  mislead  tin 
in  the  first  place,  that  if  the  story  was  true  it  was  inf; 
was  cliabolieul;  tliat  if  bia  life  was  not  an  answer  ti 
make  any,  that  I  did  not  think  it  was  necessary,  and 
had  denied  the  truth  of  the  criminal  intercuurac  witli 
he  was  a  pure  man.  And  he  thanked  me;  he  mud  be 
thai ;  and  he  said  [here  was  only  one  way,  since  lying  i 
was  to  lie  sublimely. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  the  coDveraation  had  with  Mr. 
remember  that. 

Q.  What  was  that  converaation  1  A.  The  puqwrt 
was  a  guihiess  man.  This  I  told  Mr.  Boecher:  That  I 
Mr.  Hatliday  it  was  a  shameful  proceeding  for  deacoi) 
that  had  been  already  aettled  amicably  between  tlio  pa 
thanked  me. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  the  letter  put  in  evidence  froi 
self,  wherein  liu  says,  in  substance,  "your  conversati 
was  quieting  ?"    A.  Yes;  I  saw  him  after  that  letter, 

Q.  What  took  place  after  tliat  letter '!  A.  lie  »\. 
thanked  me  for  my  interview  with  Mr.  Hallicbiy. 

Q.  Mr.  Halliday  was  the  Aasix  ant  Minister')  A,  If 
the  letter  ? 

Q.  Tour  interview  with  Hr.  Uallida;  satisfied  him  I 
Something  of  that  sort. 
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Q.  What  did  Mr.  Halliday  question  you  about  ?  A.  Mr.  Hal  lid  ay  asked 
me  about  the  stories  against  Mr.  Beechcr  and  bis  alleged  intercourse  with  Mrs. 
Tilt  on,  &c. 

Q.  Did  he  tell  you  his  object  in  making  those  inquiries  ?    A.  He  said 
something  about  a  deacon^s  meeting;  I  don^t  know  exactly  what  it  was. 
,     Mr.  Evarts, — This  has  all  been  given  in  evidence  before  on  the  direct. 

Judge  Nbilson. — You  have  called  out  the  conversation  with  Mr.  Halliday 
since. 

Mr,  EvarU, — That  is  this  witness'  conversation  with  Mr.  Halliday. 

Mr,  Beach. — You  asked  for  it. 

Judge  Neilsok. — The  general  rule  is  that  counsel  shall  not  have  the 
witness  repeat  the  evidence  given  on  the  direct     No  doubt  that  is  the  rule. 

Mr,  Beach. — Undoubtedly,  sir.  We  do  not  seek  to  do  that.  After  the 
interview  with  Mr.  Halliday  ho  talked  with  Mr.  Beecher  about  it. 

Mr,  Evarts, — That  is  the  only  reason  you  got  it  in  before.  [Reading.] 
*'What  was  the  subject  of  the  interview  ?  A.  The  subject  of  the  interview 
was — Mr.  Evarts. — Did  you  report  it  to  Mr.  Beecher  ?  Witness. — Oh  I  yes, 
sir,  I  talked  with  Mr.  Beecher  about  it  afterwards."  Then  Mr.  FuUerton 
went  on,  **  Q.  What  was  the  subject  of  the  interview  between  you  and  Mr. 
Halliday  ? "  *     And  then  he  goes  on  and  gives  the  whole  interview. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  are  correct,  if  what  you  refer  to  is  this  interview. 

Mr,  Ecarts, — Undoubtedly.     No  other. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  counsel  must  accept  the  admonition. 

Mr,  FuUerton,  —From  whom  do  I  understand  it  comes,  your  Honor  ?  I 
um  entirely  correct.  I  am  only  proving  something  that  grows  out  of  the  cross- 
examination,  referring  to  this  branch  of  the  examination ;  not  elicited  on  the 
direct. 

Judge  Neilson. — You  have  a  right  to  do  that. 

Mr,  Evarts, — My  objection  is,  it  is  not  that;  it  is  the  direct  examination 
reproduced,  out  of  which  the  cross-examination  grew,  that  he  is  now  inquir- 
ing about. 

Mr,  Beach, — We  proved  the  conversation  with  Mr.  Halliday,  and  we  are 
proving  it  was  repeated  to  Mr.  Beecher, 

Mr.  Evarts,— T\mt  you  have  proved  also.  The  only  reason  you  proved 
your  ctmversation  with  Mr.  Halliday  was,  that  you  proved  that  it  was  re- 
peated to  Mr.  Beecher. 

Mr,  Beach. — Yes,  sir;  but  we  have  not  proved  what  Mr.  Beecher  said. 
You  (Mr.  Evarts)  did  not  read  that.  Mr.  Tracy  says  you  have  been  reading 
it.    You  read  what  passed  between  Mr.  Halliday  and  the  witness. 

Judge  Neilson. — If  my  memory  is  correct,  I  learn  now,  for  the  first  time 
that  after  this  interview  with  Mr.  Halliday,  Mr.  Beecher  approved  and 
thanked  him  for  what  he  said.     I  think  that  is  new  matter. 

Mr.  Etart^, — That  is  all  here  in  the  direct.  May  I  say  just  how  it  was; 
I  have  it  here;  ^*I  repeated  [itj  to  Mr.  Beecher,  and  Mr.  Beecher  thanked  me 
for  it."  t 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Look  at  the  letter  of  June  1st.    It  is  the  letter  marked 

*  See  p.  442,  ante,    f  See  p.  443,  ante. 
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Exhibit  D  43,  to  which  I  call  your  attention.     Do  you  recollect  writing  that  ? 
A.  Yes,  I  recollect  it ;  it  is  ray  letter. 

Q.  I  call  your  attention  to  the  phrase:  **  You  can  stand  if  the  whole  case 
were  published  to-morrow."  What  is  it  you  meant  by  that  expres- 
sion ? 

Mr,  Evarts. — ^That  I  object  to.     There  is  the  expression  in  plain  Euglish. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  he  can  tell  what  it  refers  to.  I  do  not  think  he 
can  tell  wiiat  it  means. 

The  Witness, — I  had  a  conversation 

Mr,  Evarts, — The  question  here  is  whether  you  can  ask  the  witness  to  give 
the  construction  of  a  passage  which  is  very  good  English.  I  think  you 
can  not. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — ^You  can  not,  if  it  is  in  a  contract;  but  if  in  a  letter  written 
by  a  witness  on  the  stand,  who  has  no  interest  in  the  suit,  he  can  always  in- 
terpret language  of  his  own  construction. 

Mr,  Evarts, — I  object  to  any  evidence  which  goes  to  interpret  this  plain 
language. 

JuDOE  Neilson. — I  so  rule. 

Mr.  Etarts,--T\\%  question  is  not  allowed. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  witness  writes  with  a  certain  intent,  certain  words, 
what  the  other  side  understand  according  to  the  fair  and  reasonable  interpre- 
tation of  what  is  written.     I  think  it  must  stand  in  that  way^ 

Mr,  Fullerion, — This  letter  is  given  in  evidence,  not  for  its  effect  upon  the 
case,  but  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  tlie  witness  on  the  stand.  They  mean 
to  put  one  interpretation  on  it,  whereas  it  ought  to  receive  another. 

Judge  Neilson. — So  far  as  what  he  has  written  at  the  time,  that  speaks 
for  itself. 

Q.  Had  you  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher  about  the  time  of  writing 
that  letter?    A.  Yes,  sir;  on  Sunday  night. 

Q.  When  was  that  letter  written  ?    A.  On  Sunday  morning. 

Q.  State,  if  you  please,  what  that  conversation  was  ? 

Mr,  Eoarts. — Has  not  that  been  gone  into  before  ? 

Mr.  FuUerton, — No,  sir. 

Mr,  Evarts, — Was  not  every  interview  gone  into  with  Mr.  Beecher? 

Judge  Neilson. — He  is  to  take  that  conversation  with  special  reference  to 
this  letter. 

Mr,  Evarts. — ^If  there  was  any. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — Yes,  sir, 

Mr,  Beach, — Or  with  reference  to  that  eicpression,  that  he  could  stand  if 
the  whole  case  were  known,  &c. 

Mr,  Evarts, — Primarily,  every  intei-view  they  have  gone  into;  they  have 
no  right  to  inquire  into  it  except  in  reference  to  our  inquiries  concerning  it. 
The  introduction  of  this  letter  is  not  an  inquiry  of  ours  concerning  the  in- 
terview, and  if  everything  we  introduce  is  to  give  a  right  to  additional  state- 
ments and  interviews  that  have  already  been  passed  through  and  exhausted, 
why,  of  course,  it  is  idle  for  us  to  give  any  evidence. 

Judge  Neilson,- -Such  a  thing  might  happen,  as  that  evidence  might  be 
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given  on  your  part  that  would  bring  something  to  the  mind  of  the  witness 
not  suggested  or  inquired  about  before.     Go  on. 

Mr.  Fulhrtan, — State  the  conversation. 

Mr,  Evarts — I  object  to  this  general  referring  to  an  interview  already 
given  in  evidence. 

T/ie  Witness. — Mr.  Beecher  came  to  my  house  on  the  evening  of  the  Sun- 
day on  which  this  letter  was  written,  and  I  said  to  Mr.  Beecher.  **  You  never 
give  me  any  strength  at  all.  If  I  was  to  follow  you  my  hands  would  drop 
useless.  You  give  me  no  courage ;  you  give  me  no  hope.  Whenever  there 
is  an  emergency  to  face  in  the  matter,  whether  it  is  easy  or  whether  it  is 
hard  to  meet,  you  drop;  you  don't  suggest  any  way  out.  Xow,  if  you  wero 
to  express  to  your  congregation  the  contrition  which  you  have  expressed  to 
me  in  consequence  of  your  intercourse  with  Mrs.  Tilton,  they,  in  my  opinion, 
would  forgive  you  and  you  could  stand.  I  don't  see  any  necessity  for  the 
hopelessness  of  your  letter  this  morning.  It  is  nothing  but  discouragement. 
And  that  is  what  I  meant  by  the  expression  *  You  can  stand  if  the  whole 
case  were  known.* " 

Q.  What  reply  did  he  make  to  that  ?  A.  He  considered  that  the  card 
that  was  published  on  the  morning  of  June  2d 

Judge  Nrilson. — Did  he  make  any  verbal  reply  then  and  there  ?  A.  He 
said  he  could  not  feel  hope:  he  was  hopeless.  He  could  not  help  expressing 
his  feeling.  That  was  the  substance  of  what  he  said,  and  he  said  he  came  to 
me  for  strength.     Tliat  is  what  he  came  for,  he  said. 

Mr.  Tracy. — ^Did  he  say  that  more  than  once  to  you  ?  A.  Yes,  sir;  many 
times. 

Q.  Did  he  ever  say  that  to  you  of  a  Sunday  evening  cm  his  way  to 
church  ?  A.  This  was  Sunday  evening;  I  am  talking  about  this  Sunday 
evening. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  on  one  occaaon,  or  more  than  one  occasion,  of  the 
meeting,  when  he  was  on  his  way  to  church,  when  he  would  stop  at  your 
house? 

Mr.  Evarts. — Is  this  not  something  we  have  gone  into. 

Judge  Neilsok. — Counsel  ought  not  to  repeat  what  has  been  g^ne  into;  I 
hope  he  won't. 

Mr,  Evarts, — The  question  is  not  whether  it  is  a  repetition  of  what  was 
said.  The  question  is  whether  it  is  a  recurrence  to  a  subject  that  he  went 
through  with,  which  is  not  lawful  except  in  connection  with  something  we 
have  showu  on  cross-examination. 

Mr.  FtiUerton. — It  is  not  a  recurrence  to  a  subject  which  has  been  gone 
through  with. 

Judge  Neilson. — Go  on. 

The  Witness, — He  used  that  expression,  or  the  substance  of  it,  to  me  very 
often  on  Friday  evenings,  before  going  to  his  prayer-meeting,  and  on  Sun- 
days, and  on  various  days  of  the  week;  I  don't  recollect  the  particular  days. 

Q.  What  was  the  expression  ?     A.  On  which  evening — on  this  evening  f 

Q.  No,  that  we  have  got ;  on  the  other  evenings  ?  A.  He  said  he  wanted 
to  get  help  and  courage  enough  to  face  his  people. 
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Q.  Did  you  relate  on  your  cross-examination  all  that  occurred  between 
you  and  Charles  Storrs,  when  you  went  to  see  him  in  reference  to  the  report 
which  the  committee  contemplated  ?  A.  I  did  not  relate  the  whole  of  that 
— ^the  cause  of  it,  and  all  about  it.* 

Q.  I  want  you  to  relate  all  the  conversation  between  yourself  and  Charles 
Storrs,  if  you  did  not  relate  it  on  your  cross-examination  ?  A.  I  told  Charles 
Storrs,  as  near  as  I  can  recollect,  that  when  I  was  at  Lowell,  Gen.  Butler  read 
to  me  from  the  Boston  papers  that  the  committee  were  not  going  to  cross- 
examine  me,  and  that  I  had  telegraphed  my  partner,  Mr.  Woodruflf,  to  see 
Mr.  Sasfe,  and  tell  him  that  I  should  be  in  New  York  the  next  morning  for 
cross  examination ;  that  I  had  telegraphed  Mr.  Woodruff  to  have  him  (Charles 
Storrs)  come  to  see  me,  and  I  presumed  that  he  was  there  in  answer  to  that 
dispatch,  and  I  said  to  Mr.  Storrs:  **Mr.  Storrs,  Mr.  Beecher  has  confessed 
to  me,  in  the  presence  of  another,  adultery  with  a  woman  other  than  Mrs. 
Tilton.  My  counsel  deems  it  necessary  that  the  papers  and  statement  which  I 
made  to  him  concerning  that  event  should  go  into  the  statement  which  I  am 
about  to  make.  I  understand  your  brother  is  a  member  of  this  investigating 
committee.  I  want  to  say  to  you  that  I  would  like  to  have  you  see  your 
brother,  and  not  have  him  sign  that  report  until  I  have  had  an  opportunity 
to  be  cross-examined  upon  the  statement  which  I  have  published.  I  want 
you  to  particularly  put  it  upon  that  ground,  namely,  that  Idon*t  want  to  have 
him  sign  that  report  until  I  have  had  an  opportunity  to  be  cross-examined  by 
the  committee,"  and  Mr.  Storrs  said  to  mo,  *'I  suppose  you  refer  to  a  lady," 
«S^.,  mentioning  her  name,  and  I  said,  ^^Ido  not  mention  any  namea.  My 
disposition  is  not  to  hurt  anybody.  I  have  sent  for  you  as  a  friend  to  come 
here  for  the  purpose  which  I  now  explain  to  you,"  and  that  is  what  I  said  to 
Charles  Storrs,  as  near  as  I  can  remember. 

Q.  Did  you  say  anything  on  this  subject,  to  this  effect,  that  your  cross- 
examination  would  do  away  with  the  necessity  of  publishing  a  statement  ? 
A.  Yes,  sir;  I  said  something  of  that  sort  to  him,  substantially  that;  I  said 
to  Charles  Storrs  that  Mr.  Beecher  had  mentioned  the  woman^s  name,  and  he 
did. 

Mr.  Evartn. — That  last  is  not  good  evidence. 

The  Witness. — I  don't  know  whether  it  is  or  not. 

Mr.  Evarts. — It  is  not  without  the  inquiry,  and  the  witness  is  not  to 
volunteer  evidence. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  know  that  he  intends  to  volunteer. 

Mr,  EcarU. — I  didn't  say  he  was  intending  to  volunteer. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  that  last  statement  should  be  struck  out. 

Mr.  Beach. — Not  the  whole  of  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  statement  that  Mr.  Beecher  mentioned  the  lady's 
name. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — That  is  within  your  Honor's  allowance,  but  the  witness  went 
on  to  state,  **  and  he  did,"  &c. 

Judge  Neilson. — Strike  that  out. 

.Q.  Was  what  you  said  to  Charles  Storrs,  true  ?    A.    Absolutely  trae. 
*  See  cross-examination  in  reference  to  Charles  Storrs,  p.  736,  anU, 
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Mr.  EvarU. — That  I  object  to.  They  can  not  give  evidence  in  tliat  way, 
by  asking  a  man  if  what  he  told  him  on  a  subject  was  true. 

JoDGB  Nbilsox. — I  rule  that  out.  Your  comprehensive  statement  would 
get  in  that  what  Ihis  witness  said  to  this  third  person  was  true.* 

Mr,  Fullertoiu — No;  was  it  true  that  Mr.  Beecher  made  that  statement  to 
him,  not  tliat  Mr.  Becchcr's  statement  was  true. 

Judge  Nbelson. — No. 

Mr.  Fallerton, — I  would  like  to  show  that  what  the  witness  said  to  Mr. 
Storrs  was  true. 

Judge  Nbci.sok. — ^It  is  not  material  to  us  at  all. 

Mr.  FulUrton. — ^In  your  cross-examination  you  stated  that  Mr.  Tilton  told 
you  his  wife  had  been  before  the  Committee,  and  that  he  had  left  the  house. 
What  else  did  he  stat?  to  vou  in  that  conversation  ?  A.  That  his  wife  had 
been  befoie  the  Committee,  and  that  he  had  left  the  house. 

Q.  That  he  had  left  the  house  in  consequence  of  it,  I  understood  you  to 
say  ?  A.  Yes,  sir,  it  was  in  consequence  of  his  wife  having  been  before  the 
committee,  and  he  said  that  he  should  never  go  back  to  it. 

Q.  Give  us  the  wiiole  conversation. 

Mr,  Evarts. — That  depends  on  whether  it  relates  to  this  subject. 

Judge  Neh-son. — ^A  subject  you  introduced. 

Mr,  Evarts, — ^We  prove  the  single  fact  that  he  left  the  house,  and  that  he 
told  him  so,  and  tliat  he  advised  him  to  go  back. 

Judge  Neilson. — Is  not  the  rest  of  the  conversation  material? 

Mr,  EvarU, — If  it  related  to  other  matters  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — No,  if  it  related  to  this  matter. 

Mr,  Evarts. — ^If  it  related  to  his  leaving  and  going  back. 

Judge  Neilson. — If  it  related  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  conversation. 

Mr.  EvarU, — Your  Honor  sees  that  if,  under  cover  of  that,  a  narrative  of 
conversations  of  what  passed  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  his  wife,  in  general,  re- 
lating to  this  matter  of  controversy,  is  to  be  introduced,  it  is  a  very  different 
inquiry. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  general  proposition  is  that  you,  having  introduced 
part  of  the  conversation,  he  can  call  for  the  rest. 

Mr.  Evarts. — All  that  relates  to  that  subject,  I  apprehend,  and  nothing 
more.  If  in  the  same  interview,  they  go  on  and  talk  of  other  matters  wo  have 
not  introduced,  it  is  not  competent. 

Mr,  Beach. — We  do  not  differ  with  the  counsel  in  regard  to  the  rule. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — Not  at  all.  The  gentleman  is  making  objections  before 
the  questions  are  asked. 

Mr.  Evarts. — ^The  questions  are  general,  and  the  disposition  of  the  witness 
is  to  answer  freely. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — I  am  glad  to  hear  the  gentleman^s  good  opinion  of  him. 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  is  so. 

♦  In  Wiggin  v.  Plumcr  (11  Foeter  [N  H.]  251)  it  was  held  that  when  there  is 
testimony  that  a  witness  has  made  extra-judicial  statements  InconsisteDt  with  his 
testimony  on  a  point  not  materiul,  it  is  not  admissible  to  corroborate  his  testi- 
mony on  that  point  by  provin^^  ^h,.  fact  to  have  l>een  as  testified  to.  The  fact 
being  immaterial,  which  accuimt  is  true,  is  not  relevant  to  hin  credibility. 
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Mr,  FuUerton. — Answer  the  question. 

The  Witness, — He  said  he  had  told  his  wife  that  he  had  not  knowB  of  the 
appointment  of  the  committee,  and  she  hnd  not  told  him  that  she  was  pacing, 
and  he  didn^t  want  her  to  go  to  any  committee  without  consulting  him  and 
letting  him  know  she  was  going,  and  he  didn't  like  that  sort  of  conduct. 
That  WHS  substantially  the  point. 

Q.  Did  he  state  whether  or  not  he  was  informed  of  the  substance  of  her 
statement,  or  that  he  was  ignorant  of  it  ?  A.  He  did  not  know  anything 
about  it. 

Q.  He  did  not  know  anything  about  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  he  state  in  that  conversation  when  he  first  heard  of  the  appcnnt- 
nient  of  the  committee  ?  A.  I  think  he  stated  that  that  was  the  first  be  had 
heard  of  it.  I  do  not  recollect  distinctly  about  that ;  I  think  that  is  what  he 
said — that  he  had  not  beard  of  it  before  that. 

Q.  Do  you  recollect  when  this  conversation  took  place  ?  A.  It  took  place 
during  the  week  of  the  5th  of  July,  I  think ;  between  the  5th  and  the  12th 
of  July,  I  think. 

Q.  Do  you  know  how  soon  it  was  after  Mrs.  Tilton  had  been  before  the 
committee  f    A.  How  soon  it  was  after  what  f 

Q.  After  Mrs.  Tilton  had  been  before  the  committee  ?  A.  I  think  she 
had  been  before  the  committee  that  day — the  evening  on  which  he  saw  her, 
if  my  recollection  serves  me  right. 

Q.  [Handing  paper  to  witness.]  I  now  put  in  your  hand  Exhibit  D  45 
[p.  728  ante]y  which  is  the  proposed  report  of  Mr.  Tilton,  in  his  handwriting. 
From  whom  did  you  receive  that  ?      A.  I  think  from  Mr.  Tilton. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  in  regard  to  it  at  the  time  he  gave  it  to  you  ? 

Mr.  EvarU. — That  we  object  to,  if  your  Honor  please — whatever  he  said 
concerning  the  use  of  it,  or  whatever  was  to  be  done  with  it.  If  that  is  in- 
troduced by  us,  why,  that  is  all  very  well.  A  discussion  on  the  subject  be- 
tween these  two  gentlemen,  because  we  have  proved  an  act  of  Mr.  Tilton 
with  the  paper,  does  not  seem  admissible. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — Of  course,  we  have  a  right  to  show  what  Mr.  Tilton  said 
when  he  passed  the  document  over.  Your  Honor  understands  perfectly  well 
that  in  that  period  of  the  history  of  this  scandal,  they  were  doing  a  great 
many  different  things  for  the  purpose  of  concealing  from  the  world  the  truth, 
and  this  was  one  of  the  schemes  for  that  purpose,  that  was  to  patch  up  and 
gloss  over  this  whole  affair.  It  was  for  the  purpose  of  saving  his  wife  and 
children  that  this  was  got  up. 

Judge  Neilron. — I  think  you  are  confined  to  any  conversation  he  had 
with,  or  in  the  presence  of,  or  that  was  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  Mr. 
Beecher. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — I  don't  want  to  imitate  the  counsel  on  the  other  side,  by 
arguing  a  question  after  it  is  decided;  but  I  ask  your  Honor  to  consider,  for 
a  single  moment,  that  I  am  now  trying  to  prove  what  Mr.  Tilton  said  at  the 
time  of  the  actual  handing  of  that  paper  to  Mr.  Moulton. 

The  Witness, — Mr.  Tracy  was  a  party  to  it,  and  he  said  he  represented  Mr. 
Beecher. 
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Mr,  Evarts. — Mr.  Beecher  was  no  party  to  this  conversation. 

Mr,  Beach, — Counsel  on  the  other  side  conceded  we  had  a  right  to  show 
what  Mr.  Tilton  said  as  to  the  paper,  and  what  was  to  be  done  with  it. 

Judge  NEHiSON. — Instructions,  of  course. 

Mr,  Evarts, — That  is,  instructions  as  to  that  paper;  but  not  conyersations 
concerning  its  contents. 

Mr,  Beach, — Not  concerning  its  contents.  We  are  not  going  to  ask  any- 
thing in  regard  to  its  contents;  but  if  I  hand  your  Honor  a  certain  paper,  with 
a  request  to  do  a  certain  thing  with  it,  for  a  certain  purpose, — is  not  tljat  di- 
rection evidence  ? 

Judge  Neilson.— Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  Evarts. — If  I  say,  *'I  give  you  that  paper  to  give  it  to  Mr.  Beecher** 

But  to  siy,  *'I  give  it  to  you  for  the  purpose  of  deceiving  liini,*' that 

isrnot  an  admissible  conversfttion. 

Mr,  Beach. — I  say  it  is.  I  give  you  a  paper,  and  I  say,  '*!  want  you  to  use 
that  paper  in  a  particular  way,  for  :i  particular  purpose.*' 

Judge  Neilson. — That  vou  ninv  show. 

Mr,  Evarts. — ^That  is  to  be  sliown  against  them,  and  not  in  favor  of  them. 

Judoe  Neilso?^. — That  is  to  be  seen  how  that  will  be. 

Mr.  Evarts  —  We  could  show  that  if  we  saw  fit.  We  proved  their  action, 
and  then  they  endeavor  to  explain,  by  words  that  passed  between  them,  their 
action,  which  we,  by  way  of  cross-examination,  can  prove,  because  we  affect 
them  with  what  they  say ;  but  they  can  not  affect  themselves  as  towards  us, 
with  what  pissed  between  them. 

Mr.  Biiich, — Let  me  put  an  illustration  to  your  Honor.  I  consider  this 
rule  of  some  practical  importance,  and  I  pledge  myself  to  furnish  to  your 
Honor  authririties  sustaining  th*^  proposition  which  I  submitted  a  while  ago, 
that  wherever  the  act  of  any  party  is  given  in  evidence  his  declaration  ac- 
companying that  act  is  admissible  to  explain  or  to  qualify.  It  is  a  general 
and  fundamental  proposition  of  evidence;  and,  suppose,  if  the  gentiemau^s 
doctrine  was  applied  to  all  the  various  circumstances  which  arise  in  a  court  of 
justice — suppose  a  man  was  indicted  for  striking  me — Mr.  Evarts  comes  to  me 
and  delivers  a  blow  in  my  face,  and  at  the  instant  of  delivering  that  blow  he 
accuses  me  of  having  injured  him  in  some  form.  He  gives  the  motive  and 
the  purpose  with  which  he  delivers  that  act.  Can  that  act  be  proved  against 
Mr.  Evarts,  without  permitting  him  to  give  the  declaration  accompanying  the 
act,  showing  the  motive  and  the  purpose  ?  Suppose  he  said  to  me,  *'Mr. 
Beach,  you  have  assaulted  me,  or  you  have  circulated  infamous  slanders 
against  me  or  my  family,"  may  not  that  be  given  in  evidence  to  characterize 
the  transaction  ?  And  who  ever  heard  that  declarations  accompanying  an 
act  given  in  evidence  against  a  party  or  a  witness  can  not  be  given  for  the 
puri>ose  of  explaining  the  circumstance  and  the  motive  which  is  to  qualify  and 
characterize  the  transactions  ?  What  is  the  meaning  of  the  rAle  of  law  that  what 
happens  upon  a  particular  occasion  may  be  given  in  evidence  as  a  part  of  the 
res  yestcB^  whether  they  are  acts  or  dcc^larations  ?  Anything  which  is  material 
to  be  proved,  may  be  proved  by  the  accompanyiug  and  surrounding  circum- 

gtances. 

L— 51 
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JuixiE  NEn.Box. — Material  to  tbe  act  1 

Xt,   Beach. — Certainly,  your  Honor,  material  to  the  act, 

Ji-DGG  Neilsos.— I  think  you  ifjtee  about  that.     Proofed,  Mr.  Fulierton. 

Mr.  EtarU.—ljet  me  say  this :  My  learned  Triend  puts  to  jdq  a  case  which 

is  within  the  rucognized  rulea  of  evidence,  although  the  case  otherwise  is  not 

a  Buppoaabic  one,  cither  that  lie  should  have  given   me  an  olTen^,  or   that  I 

should  have  struck  him  in  the  face.     But  I  deliver  the  blow,  and  at  the  same 

time  any  something  ns  accompanying  the  act,  to  the   man  to  whom  the  blow 

is  given,  what  ia  said  beinf^  affixed  to  the  blow.     That  is  a  spoken  act.     That 

is  not  hearsay.     That  is  a  part  of  the  blow ;  but  here  the  point  is 

JuDQE  Neilbon. — It  goes  to  the  question  rif  malice. 
Mi:  Ecnrtt. — It  is  a  part  of  the  hlow.  It  is  a  spoken  act.  Some  con- 
fusion, DO  doubt,  arises  in  lawyers'  discusdons  about  hearsay  evidence  that 
that  comes  by  word  of  mouth  in  connection  with  the  act;  but  your  Honor  is- 
familiar  with  the  distinction  that  our  learned  friend  has  given.  But  here  we 
give  a  paper  as  used  in  acertain  way,  to  wit,  a  paper  written  by  Mr.  Tiltoo, 
and  hrou;:ht  by  Mr.  Mnulton  from  Mr,  Tilton,  and  proposed  in  a  subsequent 
conversation  to  lie  read  before  the  conncil.  We  have  a  right  to  show  that 
Mr.  Tilton  did  take  the  paper.  Now,  if  he  gave  insCructinns  to  take  the 
paper,  and  lay  it  before  the  council,  or  carry  it  to  Mr,  Beecher,  tliat  U.  a  part 
of  the  act  of  delivering  it  to  him ;  it  comes  within  tbe  spoken  acts,  but  this 
question  is  large  enough  to  draw  out,  and  so  I  suppose,  is  intended  to  draw 
out  a  larger  line  of  mere  hcresay  evidence,  to  wit,  conversations 4>et ween  Mr. 
Moulton  and  Mr.  Tilton,  with  which  Mr.  Beeclier  can  not  be  affected. 
.    JunoE  Neilson. — That  distinction  mast  he  observed.*    Go  on,  Mr.  Fnl- 

Mi:  FuUtrlon, — Wlicn  anything  comes  out  that  is  an  infraction  of  the 
rule,  counsel  CLin  raise  his  objection. 

Mr.  Emirh. — ^We  have  a  right  to  have  questions  properly  framed. 

Mr;  F"tlerton. — The  court  says  the  question  is  proper.    I  repeat  the  question. 

•Coiii].are  People  v.  D<ir,i$,  50  N.  Y.  95  (1874,  opinion  by  Qbotbr.  J.).  This 
was  a  criminal  prosecution  for  advising  the  prouuriug  of  an  alxirtion,  which 
pmduceil  death.  "  Thu  counsel  for  the  accused  excepted  to  the  ruling  of  the 
court  aiiiiiittiiig  evidence  of  the  slatemeiit  of  the  deceased.  In  the  absence  of  the 
accused,  u*  \n  wliat  was  dons  at  the  doctor's  ofBce  upon  the  occasion  of  a  ride 
sliu  lo»k  will)  hiiu.  Tliis  ruling  is  sought  lo  U?  sustained  upon  llie  gruuud.  first, 
that  it  was  part  of  the  rengciiUr ;  and  second,  that  it  wa^i  competent  as  the  act  or 
declaration  of  a  co-c>n<ipirator,  while  engaged  in  tlie  purpose  of  the  cotispi racy . 
The  case  shows  that  the  deceasBd,  in  company  with  the  priaoner,  left  her  resi. 
doner,  ill  his  bugi^y.  and  was  ahsent  several  hours  ;  chat  he  brought  her  back, 
and  she  came  into  the  house  ;  that  the  prisoner  did  not  come  in  :  that  immedi- 
att'ly  after  she  came  in,  in  answer  to  imiuiries  from  her  stepmother,  she  made 
the  statement  in  question,  telling  what  had  been  done  by  the  doctor  at  his  offlw, 
and  liow  he  did  it,  and  exhibited  certain  medtune  whicli  sha  aaid  ilie  doctor  gave 
her,  and  Htnted  what  be  told  her  as  to  taking  it  wben  her  pains  came  on.  In 
this  cose  tho  tlUng  doha,  oi  rw  getUt,  was  at  Uu-  di>ttor'a  olhce  iu  another  town ; 
and  it  is  ul-xr  lIiU  tlU|Mfl|bJl)'tlw  deceased  visut  no  part  of  ttiat  tiling.  Any- 
thing said  tacfKigg^^^^^^K^ana\ace  of  an  act,  ciplonatory  thereof,  or 
showing-  its  pan^^^^^^^^Hhl^WlinWerjal,  is  competent  as  h  part  of  thn 
'   "  "  .     -    .  ,       1^  J    jjijj  when  the 
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Mr.  Evarts. — What  is  the  question  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Let  the  stenographer  read  it. 

[The  stenographer  read  the  question.] 

Mr,  Evarts, — I  understand  your  Honor's  Instruction  is,  what  is  to  be  done 
with  the  paper? 

Judge  Neilson. — What  he  said  in  regard  to  it — the  paper. 

Mr,  Evarts<,—T\\2Lt  will  cover  its  contents,  t  object  to  the  question,  if 
your  Honor  please,  and  you  will  please  note  my  exception. 

The  Witness. — Mr.  Tilton  sriid  to  me,  in  accordance  wi'h  the  consultation 
that  had  taken  place  the  night  before  between  Gen.  Tracy,  himself  and  my- 
self, that  he  had  gone  home  and  that  he  hud  dictated  in  part  to  Elizabeth  a 
statement  for  the  committee  to  si^^n,  which  he  had  copied,  and  which  he 
handed  to  me.  This  was  the  document,  I  believe,  that  he  handed  to  me,  and 
I  subsequently 

Judge  Neilson. — Did  he  tell  you  what  to  do  with  it  ? 

The  Witness, — He  said  it  was  a  report  for  the  committee,  in  accordance  with 
the  consultation,  and  I  saw  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Tracy  subsequently  together, 
and  Mr.  Tilton  read  this  to  Mr.  Tracy,  or  Mr.  Tracj 

Mr.  Evarts,— We  object  to  this.     Mr.  Tracy  is  not  Mr.  Beecher. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  mere  act  of  reading  it,  I  think,  is  correct. 

Mr.  Evarts, — If  read  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Moulton  it  would  not 
be  evidence.  If  read  between  Mr.  Tilton,  Mr.  Moulton  and  a  third  person  it 
would  not  be  evidence.     If  it  was  with  Mr.  Beecher  it  would  be. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  has  answered  your  question.  That  last  part  should 
be  struck  out. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  with  that  statement  you  now  hold  in  your  hand  ?  A. 
I  kept  it. 

Q.  It  was  not  used  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  At  that  time  had  either  Mr.  Tilton  or  Mr.  Beecher  been  before  the 
committee  that  you  know  of?  A.  No,  sir,  I  think  not  at  that  time;  not  to 
my  knowledge  at  all. 

Q.  Did  y('U  have  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  that 
proposed  report  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  whether  in  regard  to  this  one;  I  think 
I  alluded  to  this  report  in  the  conversation  with  him  in  his  house. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  you  allude  to  it  ?  A.  I  think  I  told  Mr.  Beecher, 
daring  the  week  of  the  12th  of  July,  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  prepared  a  state- 
ment. 

tent.  (Id.  §  110.)  That  is  precisely  this  case.  The  declarations  ^iven  in  evi- 
dence were  a  mere  statement  of  what  had  been  done  at  the  doctor's  office,  and 
not  any  part  of  what  was  then  done,  and  therefore  no  part  of  the  res  gesta.*' 

In  Wiggin  v.  Plumer  (11  Foster  [N.  II.]  251),  which  was  an  action  on  a  note, 
defense  being  that  it  was  forged,  plaintiif,  to  explain  the  dirty  condition  of  tbe 
paper,  gave  evidence  that  it  was  in  a  trunk  which  robbers  took  from  his  house, 
and  emptied  in  his  barn  ;  where  he  found  it  after  the  lapse  of  months.  Held, 
that  an  offer  to  prove  what  he  Huid  HlK)ut  the  note,  while  searching  the  trunk 
when  found,  was  properly  excluded.  What  he  said  about  the  search,  was  part 
of  the  res  gestce,  and  would  have  been  adinlHsible  if  offered,  but  what  he  may  have 
narrated  about  the  notes  while  searching,  was  incompetent.  See  also  Luurance 
ikti^fan^  ▼.  Motley  (8  Wallace,  397). 
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Mr.  EvarU, — That  is  a  direct  examination  that  has  heretofore  been  gone 
into. 

Mr.  Beach. — Not  in  regard  to  this  witness. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — This  report  is  introduced  by  the  other  side.  We  now 
learn  of  it  for  the  first  time  on  cross-examination. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — Not  at  all. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — We  learn  its  contents  for  the  first  time. 

Mr.  Emrts. — I  think  you  had  the  paper  in  your  hand,  and  that  was  the 
long  statement,  and  you  put  in  the  short  one,  and  the  witness  talked  about 
the  long  one  and  tfie  short  one. 

The  Witness. — ^I  didn't  have  the  long  one  with  me  when  I  went  to  see  Mr. 
Bcecher. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — It  was  put  in  evidence  on  the  cross-examination,  for  the 
first  time. 

Judge  Neilson. — We  will  take  the  statement. 

Q.  lu  what  way  did  you  allude  to  that  statement  in  your  conversation 
with  Mr.  Beecher  ? 

Mr.  Ecarts. — I  object. 

Mr.  Beach. — Go  on. 

The  Witness. — Ton  told  me  not  to  go  on,  Mr.  Beach,  when  there  was  an 
objection. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  now  say  you  may  go  on. 

The  Witness. — ^I  told  Mr.  Beecher,  during  the  week  of  July  12th,  that  Mr. 
Tilton  had  consultations  with  Gen.  Tracy  and  myself,  in  which  Gkn.  Tracy 
had  pictured  to  Mr.  Tilton  the  interview  that  his  wife  had  with  the  commit- 
tee ;  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  prepared  a  statement. 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  submit,  your  Honor,  that  that  precise  conversation  was 
given  before.* 

.    Judge  Xeilson. — It  may  not  have  appeared  before  that  it  related  to  this 
very  report. 

Mr.  Evarts. — This  very  remark 

Judge  Neilson. — Go  on. 

The  Witness. — That  he  had  prepared  this  report,  and  that  if  it  had  not 
beeu  for  Mrs.  Tilton's  having  left  the  house,  and  the  publicntion  of  his  cor- 
respondence with  the  committee,  that  this  thing  would  probably  have  been 
accepted,  because  Mr.  Tracy  had  told  Mr.  Tilton  that  he  thought  he  could 
get  substantially  this  adopted  by  the  committee.  That  is  as  near  as  I  can 
recollect  the  conversation  concerning  this  statement. 

Q.  What  reply  did  he  make  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  what  his  reply  was. 
It  was  at  that  point  that  I  showed  him  the  short  statement  which  I  had  in 
my  pocket. 

Q.  Some  importance  has  been  attached  to  the  portrait  of  Mr.  Beecher  that 
was  once  hung  in  your  house  and  has  been  taken  down.  I  will  ask  you  a 
single  question  in  regard  to  it.  Where  did  that  portrait  hang  when  you  first 
put  it  upon  the  wall— Mr.  Beecher's  portrait?  A.  It  hung  in  my  parlor  in 
liemaen  street,  on  the  walL 

*  See  p.  461,  arUe, 
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Q.  Where  did  it  come  from  ?    A.  It  came  from  Mr.  Tilton's. 

Q.  When  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  the  date  when. 

Q.  About  what  time  ?    A.  I  should  think  some  time  in  1871. 

Q.  How  long  did  it  haog  in  that  place  ?  A.  It  hung  there  until  Mr. 
Page's  portrait  came  there,  a  few  months  ago. 

Q.  Then  it  was  taken  down,  and  Mr.  Page's  put  in  its  place  ?  A.  Yes, 
sir. 

Q.  What  was  done  with  Mr.  Beecher's  ?  A.  Put  up-stairs,  on  the  mantel- 
piece. 

Q.  Preserved  ?  A.     Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  good  conditicm  ?  A.  Oh  I  yes,  sir.  Standing  along  side  of  an  en- 
graving of  Cupid  and  Psyche. 

Jf>.  Evarta. — I  ask  that  this  be  stricken  out 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  strike  that  out. 

Mr.  Ecart^, — I  ask  your  Honor  to  state  to  the  witness,  who  docs  not  yet 
seem  to  have  learned  that  such  observations  are  entirely  improper  and  un- 
called for. 

The  Witness. — I  understood  Mr.  Fullerton  asked  me  where  it  was,  and  I 
told  him.     I  didn't  mean  to  be  vulgar  or  abrupt,  only  to  be  specific. 

Q.  You  were  asked  in  regard  to  the  notes  that  were  given  by  Mr.  Tilton 
to  the  various  subscribers  to  the  stock  of  The  Golden  Age.  [Handing  papei's 
to  witness.]  Look  at  the  four  papers  which  I  now  show  you,  and  say  wliether 
they  are  the  notes  which  you  alluded  to  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  those  are  the  ones. 

Q.  Whilst  counsel  are  examining  those  notes,  I  will  show  you  a  letter,  and 
ask  you  whether  that  is  the  letter  accompanying  the  return  of  the  notes  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir. 

Q.  [Handing  papei^to  witness.]  Look  at  the  other  paper  now  shown  you, 
and  say  whether  that  accompanied  them  or  preceded  them  ?  A.  Yes,  sir; 
this  is  the  note  that  accompanied  them. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  offer  the  notes  in  evidence. 

"  New  York,  Sept.  15th.  71. 
" $1,500.    For  value  received,  I  promise  to  pay  Francis  D.  Moulton   fifteen 
hundred  dollars  with  interest  at  rate  of  weven  p<»r  cent,  per  annum  the  payment 
of  principal  and  interest  to  he  contingent  upon  the  success  of  *  Th*".  Golden  Age,' 
of  which  newspaper  I  am  the  sole  editor  and  proprietor. 

*'  Theodore  Tilton." 
[Note  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  58.*'] 

*•  New  Youk,  Sept.  15,  71. 
"$1,500.     For  value  received   I   promise  to  pay  Franklin  Woodruff  fifteen 
handred  dollars  with  interest  at  rate  of  seven  per  cent,  per  annum  the  pay- 
ment of  principal  and  interest  to  be  contin^>nt  upon  the  success  of  *  The  Golden 
Age  *  of  which  newspaper  I  am  the  sole  editor  and  proprietor. 

••  Theodore  Tilton." 
[Note  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  59."] 

'  "  New  York.  Sept.  15th,  1871. 

'*  $750.  For  value  received  I  promise  to  pay  John  ('.  Southwick  seven  hun- 
dred and  fifty  dollars  with  interet<t  at  rate  of  .seven  per  cent  per  annum  the  pay- 
ment of  principal  and  interest  to  hi^  contingent  upon  the  succeKs  of  '  The  Odden 
Age  '  of  which  newspaper  I  am  the  sole  etlitor  and  proprietor. 

"  TuKODORB  Tilton." 
I  \ote  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  60."] 
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"  New  York,  Sept.  loth  1871. 
'*  $750.     Fop  value  received  I  promifie  to  i)ay  Jacksuo  S.  Schultz  seven  hun- 
dred and  fifty  dollarB,  with  interest  at  the  pate  of  seven  per  cent,  per  annum — 
the  payment  of  principal  and  interent  to  be  contingent  uptm  the  success  of  Th$ 
Golden  Age,  of  which  newspaper  I  am  the  sole  editor  and  proprietor. 

"THEODORE  TH-TON." 

[Note  marked  *'  Exhibit  No.  61."J 

Mr,   FulUrton. — They  <ire  all  signed  **  Theodore    TiUon,"    and   are  all 

marked  **  canceled." 

Mr.  Fult^rton, — I  now  offer  in  evidence  this  letter. 

"June  10, 1872. 
"  Dear  Thhodore: — I  have  it  all  fixed.    You  are  free,  so  be  brave.    Your 
notes  will  all  be  given  up  canceled  and  returned  to  you  to-morrow.     Enclosed 
find  small  bill  of  interest  for  which  I  must  ask  the  money  to  feed  the  orphans. 

"  Ever  truly  vours. 
[letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  62."]  "  F.  Woodruff  " 

Mr.  FnVert<m. — Now,  1  read  this  paper. 

"  New  York.  Jnne  11, 1R72. 
*•  Mr.  Theo.  Tilton— 

"  Dear  Sir :  We,  the  undersigned  desiring  to  contribute  to  the  loss  sustained 
by  you  in  eatnblishinjr  Th''  Golden  Age,  do  cheerfully  return  herewith  the  notes 
canceled,  which  you  gave  for  money  \ct^n^(\. 

Wishing  you  continued  success  and  prosperity  in  the  years  to  come,  and  con- 
gratulating you  in  having  so  securely  founded  the  paper,  and  that  you  are  now 
free  from  debt — 

*•  We  are,  dear  Sir,  yours  truly, 

"F.  Woodruff, -$1,500. 
**  Francis  D.  Moulton,  $1,500. 
"John  W.  Mason.  $1,000. 
"John  r.  Southwtck,  $750. 
"J.  S.  Schcltz.  $750. 
*'J.  P    Robinson,  [by  F. 
Woodruff,]  $500." 
[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  68."] 

Q.  These  notes  bear  date  Septeml>er  15,  1871.  I  want  to  know,  now, 
with  reference  to  that  date,  when  the  Woodhull  biography  was  written  and 
published  ?    A.  It  was  before  that,  I  believe. 

Mr.  EvarU. — That  has  been  offered  in  evidence. 

Mr.  FuUerUm. — I  know  it  has. 

Mr.  EcarU — I  submit,  your  Honor,  they  have  not  any  right  to  repeat  items 
of  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  argumentative  juxtaposition. 

Judge  Neilson. — There  ought  to  be  some  explanation,  or  opportunity 
for  explanation. 

Mr.  Fallerton. — My  friend  on  the  other  side  made  that  a  great  point  in  hia 
case. 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  is  argument. 

Mr.  Fidlerton. — I  am  glad  you  think  so.     I  am  arguing. 

Mr.  Eoarts. — What  I  object  to  is  yoyr  reproducing  proof. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  preci-e  date  is  not  given. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — No,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  fact  that  it  was  published  appears. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — I  want  to  know  whether  the  Woodhull  biography  was 
published  before  or  after  giving  these  notes. 
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JuDOB  Neilson. — That  he  mav  answer. 

The  Witness — I  think  it  was  before. 

Q.  How  long?    A.  I  don't  remember  the  date;  some  time  before. 

Q.  The  notes  were  given  in  1871,  and  given  up  in  1872  ? 

The  Witness  — ^Was  your  question,  when  the  notes  were  given  ? 

Q.  When  the  notes  were  given,  with  reference  to  the  publication  of  the 
Woodhull  biography  ?  A.  The  notes  were  given  after  the  publication  of  the 
Wood  hull  biography. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  how  long  after  ?  A.  I  don't  remen^ber  the  date ;  I 
can  not  recall  it. 

Judge  NEiLfiOJT. — It  appeared  on  the  cross-examination,  the  notes  were 
given  up  after  that  publication. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — Yes,  sir;  and  it  was  argued  that  it  was  in  consequence  of  it. 

Mr.  Morris, — Whereas  the  fact  is,  they  were  not  given.  The  notes  had  no 
inception  until  after  the  publication  of  that. 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  will  see ;  we  object  to  arguing  the  matter  as  we  go  along. 

Mr.  Morris. — You  should  not  object  much  to  arguing,  for  you  are  all  the 
time  at  it. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — It  is  suggested  that  I  should  ask  you  whether  these  notes 
were  given  up  on  the  date  of  the  Woodruff  letter  f  A.  My  recollection  is  that 
thev  were. 

Mr.  Evart*. — Itisnow  four  o'clock. 

Mr.  Beach. — We  had  better  go  on  a  little  longer.  How  will  you  be  in  the 
morninfr,  Frank. 

The  Witness. — I  don't  know,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach. — [After  consulting  with  witness.]  Your  Honor  knows  that  Mr. 
Moulton  has  not  been  able  to  go  to  his  residence  this  day,  since  he  heard  of 
his  mother's  <leath,  and  he  tells  me  he  would  prefer  to  have  as  much  of  this 
afternoon  as  possible.  I  think  he  c^n  so  arrange  his  affairs  so  as  to  be  here 
in  the  morning  at  the  usual  hour. 

JuDOB  Neilson, — ^Then  we  will  adjourn. 
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Francis  D.  Moulton  recalled  and  the  re-direct  examination  continued. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  wish  to  say  to  the  counsel  on  each  side,  before  we 
proceed  this  morning,  that  on  looking  over  the  report  of  the  proceedings,  I 
have  been,  as  perhaps  thay  have  been,  a  little  surprised  to  see  how  much  time 
is  spent  on  some  minor  and  really  unimportant  points,  and  I  think  we  might 
economize  time,  and  it  will  suit  me  better,  if  the  counsel  would  raise 
specifically,  in  clean-cut  terms,  any  objection  they  wish  to  make,  and  if  it  be 
one  that  I  understand  and  desire  to  decide  at  once,  to  be  content  with  an 
exception.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  a  point  that  the  counsel  think  is  worth 
discussion,  they  will  indicate  that,  and  then  it  will  be  my  wish  to  heai  dis- 
cussion on  the  subject.  I  think  we  might  economize  time  in  that  way, 
gentlemen. 
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Mr,  Ecarts, — If  your  Honor  please,  I  observe  in  one  of  the  morning  papers 
some  observations  in  regard  to  the  painful  position  in  which  the  witness  was 
placed  by  the  great  and  sudden  affliction  which  overtook  him  yesterday,  ami 
which  is  made  the  occasion  of  some  observations  reflecting  upon  counsel,  as 
if  they  had  not  appreciated  that  situation,  and  liad,  notwithstanding  it,  in- 
sisted upon  prolonging  the  examination  of  the  witness.  Now,  as  your  Honor 
understands,  the  court  and  the  counsel  on  both  sides  at  once  placed  the 
matter  wholly  at  the  choice  of  the  witness. 

Judge  Neh^son. — That  is  certainly  so. 

Mr.  Etartm, — And  he,  I  am  sure,  agrees  with  us  in  that  statement;  nor 
was  there  any  basis  for  any  such  imputation. 

Judge  Neilson. — None  whatever.     I  am  very  sorry  it  was  made. 

Mr.  Fullerto/i. — And  for  reasons  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  here, 
the  witness  tliought  advisable  that  he  should  go  on  and  complete  his  cross- 
examination  and  rc-direct,  if  it  did  not  occupy  too  much  time. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  was  a  question  properly  addressed  to  the  witness,  and 
if  he  felt  the  case  burdensome,  and  wished  to  shake  it  off  his  hands,  it  was 
a  question  addressed  to  him. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Yes,  sir;  and  I  cheerfully  bear  testimony  to  the  alacrity 
with  which  the  counsel  on  the  other  side  C(msented  to  take  just  such  course 
as  the  witness  desired.     Shall  I  proceed,  J>ir  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr,  FiiUtrtun. — At  the  ilose  of  the  sitting  yesterday,  Mr.  Moulton.  I  was 
calling  your  attention  to  the  article  published  in  Th£  Golden  Age^  embodying 
the  letter  of  Mr.  Tilton  to  Mr.  Bowen  of  Jan.  1,  1871.  You  stated  upon  your 
CF)ss-examinati()n  that  the  copy  which  was  appended  to  the  tri|)artite  «gree- 
ment  was  not  exactlv  like  the  one  which  you  had  seen.  I  hand  vou  now  a 
paper  and  ask  you  whether  that  is  the  copy  which  >ou  saw  [handing  witness 
a  paperj  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  this  is  the  copy  that  I  saw. 

Q.  In  what  respect  does  it  differ  from  the  one  attached  to  the  tripartite 
agreement  ?  A.  I  indicated  what  those  differences  were,  but  specially  also, 
sir,  ia  the — there  were  some  differences  in  the  print;  aid  then,  I  think,  the 
last  clause  here  in  writing  by  Oliver  Johnson  was  not  in  the  copy  that  was 
attached  to  the  tripartite  covenant.     Is  that  the  answer  ? 

Q.  That  is  it.  I  understand  you  to  say  then  these  words  at  the  bottom  of 
this  proof,  namely,  **  that  being  the  caso,  this  publication  which  is  necessary 
to  my  own  defense,  can  do  him  no  injury,'^  was  not  in  the  printed  slip.  A. 
That  was  my  recollection,  sir,  from  it  the  othcir  day  when  I  was  looking  at  it. 

Q.  Those  words  are  in  the  handwriting  of  Oliver  Johnson,  I  understand 
/ou  to  say  ?     A.  Yea,  sir. 

[The  paper  shown  to  the  witness  is  marked  **Ex!iibit  No,  64.''   See  vol,  2.] 

Q.  You  have  been  asked  upon  the  cross-examination  in  reference  to  the 
publication  of  the  letter  to  Mr.  Bowen  in  connection  with  the  payment  of  the 
15.000  by  Mr.  Beecher;  I  wish  to  ask  you  whether  Mr.  Beecher  mentioned  the 
publication  of  that  letter  in  connection  with  the  payment  of  the  $."5,000,  or  in 
connection  with  whatever  was  said  prior  to  the  payment  of  the  $-"),000  ?  A. 
Never,  sir. 
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Q.  It  was  not  alluded  to  by  him,  as  I  understand  you  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Where  did  you  get  the  notes  which  were  produced  and  read  in  evi- 
dence yesterday,  and  the  two  letters  accompanying  them  ?  A.  From  Theo- 
dore Tilton. 

Q.  They  were  not  in  your  possession,  were  they  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  been  asked  with  respect  to  Theodore  Tilton's  valedictory, 
and  as  to  the  time  when  you  first  saw  it ;  what  valedictory  did  you  refer  to  ? 
A.  The  valedictory  of  Theodore  Tilton  in  The  Independent — ^the  valedictory  as 
editor  of  The  Independent,  , 

Q.  When  he  ceased  to  be  editor  and  became  the  chief  correspondent,  was 
it?    A.  Contributor. 

Q.  It  was  not  a  valedictory  after  his  connection  with  the  two  papers 
ceased,  at  all,  was  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  I  call  your  attention  for  a  moment  to  the  letter  of  J)ecember  26,  1870, 
and  ask  yuu  this  question,  whether  you  knew  of  the  existence  of  that  letter 
until  after  it  had  been  sent  ?    A.  No.  sir. 

Q.  Your  answer,  then,  that  you  disapproved  of  that  letter,  had  reference 
to  the  knowledge  that  you  derived  from  Mr.  Tilton  of  its  contents  after  it  had 
been  sent  ?     A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  disapproved  the  sending  of  it  ?  A.  After  it  had  been  written ;  yes.  sir. 

Q.  And  your  disapproval  was  founded  on  the  fact  that  Bowen  did  not 
father  his  own  charges  by  signing  the  paper  ?  A.  I  thought  he  ought  to  have 
signed  the  paper,  sir ;  that  was  my  objection  to  it. 

Q.  There  isbut  one  other  question,  Mr.  Moulton,  and  it  is  this:  In  any 
of  the  conversations  to  which  your  attention  has  been  called  upon  your  cross- 
examination  by  the  other  side  with  Mr.  Beecher,  or  to  which  your  attention 
was  directed  upon  the  direct  examination,  did  Mr.  Beecher  ever  deny  to  you 
bis  sexual  intercourse  with  Mrs.  Tilton  ?    A.  Never. 

Mr,  Fullerton.— That  is  all. 

Rb-Cko88  Examination  bt  Mr.  Tract. 

■ 

Q.  Mr.  Moulton,  at  the  time  the  notes  which  have  been  introduced  in  evi- 
dence connected  with  T?te  Oolden  Age  were  given,  what  proportion  of  the 
original  subscription  had  been  paid  in  ?  A.  What  pro|>ortion  ?  I  really  don^t 
recollect,  Mr.  Tracy.  I  think  it  was  paid  in  the  day  that  the  notes  were  given, 
or  about  that  time.  Mr.  Woodruff  can  tell  you  about  that  better  than  I  can. 
I  don't  remember. 

Q.  What  proportion  of  the  subscription  had  been  or  was  paid  in  on  that 
day  ?    A.  On  the  day  that  the  notes  were  given  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.  A.  My  recollection  does  not  serve  me,  sir,  on  that  point.  I 
think,  perhaps  the  account 

Q.  Don't  you  know  how  much  your  original  subscription  was  ?  A.  The 
original  subscription  was  $3,000. 

Q.  What  ?    A.  The  original  subscription  was  $8,000. 

Q.  Now,  how  much  of  that  had  you  paid  at  the  time  of  receiving  this  note 
from  Theodore  Tilton  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  precbely  about  it,  sir,  but  my 
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impression  is  that  the  one-balf  of  that  subscriptiun  was  called  for  at  the 
time  the  notes  were  given,  and  the  notes  were  given  in  consequence  of  the 
payment  of  it.  I  won't  be  certain  about  it.  I  haven't  anything  to  guide  my 
memory  about  it. 

Judge  Nbilson. — The  subscription  that  you  paid,  however,  was  $1,500  ? 
A.  11,500. 

Mr.  Tracy, — And  had  all  the  other  subscribers  paid  one-half  of  their 
original  subscription  ?  A.  My  impression  is  that  they  had,  sir,  at  the  time 
that  the  yotes  were  given. 

Q.  They  had  made  these  subscriptions  prior  to  the  starting  of  the  paper, 
had  they  not  ?    A.  Prior  to  the  starting;  of  the  paper. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  the  form  of  that  original  subscription;  what  were  its 
terms  ?    A.  I  can  not. 

Q.  Can't  you  tell  anything  about  it  ?  A.  No.  I  don't  remember.  We 
subscribed  |3,000— I  subscribed  $3,000  for  The  Golden  Age,  to  start  it. 

Q.  Now,  can't  you  tell  us  anything  about  the  terms  of  that  subscription? 
A.  Nothing  but  that  I  subscribed  $3,000  for  The  OoUen  Age. 

Q.  What  was  you  to  have  in  consideration  of  that  subscription  ?  A.  I 
don't  know  that  I  was  to  have  anything.     I  was  to  lose  it. 

Q.  Were  you  to  give  Theodore  Tilton  $3,000  in  consideration  of  his  start- 
ing The  Golden  AgeT  A.  Well,  I  thought  it  was  about  as  good  as  giving  it; 
I  didn't  expect  to  get  anything  from  it. 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  you  that;  I  only  ask  you  what  you  agreed  to  do  ?  A.  I 
agreed  to  subscribe  $3,000  for  The  Golden  Age. 

Q.  Yes,  sir,  and  what  was  you  to  have  in  consideration  of  that  subscrip- 
tion ?  A.  I  don't  think  there  was  any  agreement  made  as  to  what  I  was  to 
have,  sir. 

Q.  Nothing  at  all  ?    A.  I  don't  think  there  was. 

Q.  No  understanding  about  it?  A.  No,  I  don't  think  there  was;  not 
that  I  recollect. 

Q.  And  was  there  not  with  the  other  subscril^ers  so  far  as  you  know  ?  A. 
I  don't  recollect.  Mr.  Woodruff  conducted  it  entirely,  Mr.  Tracy,  and  so  he 
would  be  able  to  inform  you;  I  can  not. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  the  paper  which  started  on  this  subscription 
in  March,  had  run  until  the  15th  of  September  without  having  any  part  of 
that  subscription  paid  in  ?  A.  I  think  Theodore  Tilton  drew  his  own  money 
up  to  that  time.  My  Impression  is  that  he  had  money  and  he  paid  it  out  as 
long  us  it  lasted.     I  think  so. 

Q.  Now,  don't  you  know,  Mr.  Moulton,  that  the  agreement  between  your- 
self and  the  other  subscribers  and  Theodore  Tilton,  at  the  time  these  notes 
were  given,  was  that  they  were  to  pay  one-half  of  their  original  subscription 
in  consideration  of  being  released  from  the  other  half  and  his  giving  them 
his  notes  for  the  one-half  which  they  had  paid  in,  payable  on  The  Golden 
-4^€  becoming  a  success  ?  A.  No,  I  don't  think  that  was  the  agreement  at 
the  time  the  notes  were  given.     That  was  quite  subsequent  to  it. 

Q.  That  was  quite  subsequent  to  it  ?  A.  I  think  it  was;  that  is  my  recol- 
lection. 
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Q.  When  was  that  agreement  made,  then,  if  it  was  not  made  at  the  time 
of  giving  the  notes  ?    A.  I  think  it  was  made  in  1872,  some  time. 

Q.  What  was  the  agreement  in  1872 ;  repeat  it  ?  A.  Well,  I  can't  repeat 
it,  sir. 

Q.  Can't  you  repeat  the  substance  of  it  ?  A.  That  Theodore  Tilton  was 
to  have  the  whole  thing — not  call  for  the  balance  of  the  subscription,  and 
have  the  whole  subscription  as  a  gift  to  him,  without  any  obligation  to  re- 
turn it. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say,  then,  that  the  liability  of  the  original  subscribers 
for  the  whole  subscription  continued  until  1872,  when  these  notes  were  sur- 
rendered ?    A.  My  impression  is  that  it  did,  rir. 

Q.  That  is  your  explanation  of  it  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  that  is  my  explanation 
of  it. 

Mr,  Tracy, — Then,  how  did  it  happen  that  in  1871  he  gave  his  notes  for 
one-half  of  the  subscription  instead  of  the  whole  of  it  ?  A.  Because  he  only 
got  one-half. 

Q.  Ah  I  he  gave  his  notes  then  for  the  half  put  in  ?  A.  That  is  all  he 
wanted — that  is  the  amount  of  money  that  he  wanted,  if  I  recollect  correctly ; 
but  Mr.  Woodruff  conducted  the  whole  of  that  negotiation,  and  he  will  be 
able  to  tell  you. 

Q.  Now,  do  you  know  anything  about  how  much  money  Tilton  received 
on  that  subscription  at  the  time  of  giving  these  notes  in  1871  ?  A.  At  the 
time  of  giving  ? 

Q.  Yes.  A.  My  impression  is  that  he  had  received  the  whole  at  the  time 
of  giving. 

Q.  You  now  mean  to  say  that  he  had  received  the  whole  ?  A.  Received 
the  whole  $1,500. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  he  received  it  all  prior  to  that  time,  or  that 
he  received  it  on  that  day  ?  A.  I  said  that  I  did  not  recollect  a  few  moments 
ago;  I  haven't  anything  to  guide  my  memory  with  regard  to  it. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  now  that  you  can't  tell  anything  about  that  ?  A. 
My  impression  is  that  the  money  was  paid  on  or  about  the  day  that  the  notes 
were  given.     Won't  the  account  explain  it,  that  you  got  ? 

Q.  Now,  do  you  know  what  he  did  with  that  money  ?  A.  I  think  he 
put  it  on  deposit  with  Woodruff  &  Robinson,  and  drew  it ;  I  think  the  ac- 
count will  show  what  time  it  was  paid. 

Q.  Now,  will  you  take  that  account  with  Woodruff  &  Robinson  and  point 
to  his  deposit  on  that  day  of  one-half  those  moneys,  amounting  to  about 
$d,000,  one-half  of  them  will  be  that  ?    A.  What  is  the  date,  September  20th  ? 

Q.  September  15th,  1871.     A.  I  don't  see  it  here,  sir. 

Q.  Is  there  any  deposit  on  or  about  the  15th  of  September,  1871,  there  ? 
A,  No ;  don't  appear  to  be. 

Q.  Within  what  time  from  September  15th,  is  there  a  deposit  at  all  on 
that  account  ?    A.  On  what  account,  on  account  of  the  paper  ? 

Q.  On  account  of  Theodore  Tilton ;  a  deposit  in  that  account.  A.  Feb- 
ruary 8d,  $500;  February  13th,  $500;  February  24th,  1871,  $500;  March  4th, 
$500;  March  8th,  $1,500;  May  1st,  $500,  and, Noveml>er  15th,  $500. 
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:  November 


(J.  That  u  1872,  that  last  ? 
aSth,  twenty-five 

Q.  Then  there  is  do  deposit  in  that  account,  as 
March  to  November,  1871 1  A.  Tea;  there  is  a  dep 
veniber,  1871. 

Q.  What  IB  it  t    A.  (500. 

Q.  When?    A.  March  4th,  $500. 

Q.  I  Bay  from  March  to  Norember  there  ie  no  dep< 
Oh  I  yes;  March  8th,  |!.5O0. 

JcDOK  NBiLBOn. — He  means  from  the  end  ot  Mi 
Yeg,  sir;  there  is. 

Q.  What  is  it  !    A.  May  tat,  $500. 

Q.  Ib  there  any  other  I     A.  To  the  first  of  Novem 

Q.   Yes.     A.   No,  sir;  the  neit  one  is  November  11 

Q.  Now,  what  do  you  understand  those  deposits  i 
of  1871,  to  be! 

^fr.  FiilUrlon. — One  moment,  I  think  we  niuBt  obji 

Xr.  Traey. — I  don't  press  the  (juestion,  sir. 

Mr.  FulUrlon. — I  dirt  not  object  in  the  first  instam 
would  save  lime  to  lei  them  ask  the  question,  but  yo 
is  DDt  in  reply  to  anything  on  the  direct. 

Mr.  Trncy. — I  submit  it  is  directly  in  reply. 

JrDOB  Nkilson. — ir  there  be  any  fact  in  conuec 
deposits  which  you  deem  material,  you  may  ask  him. 

Mr.  Tracij.—Wf\\  I  won't  ask  that  qnefition;  I  doi 
taking  up  time  about  it.  The  account  shows  for  itsi 
Now,  you  gave  yesterday  wh:it  purported  to  be  tl 
Tilton,  introducing  Victoria  C.  Woodhull,  at  the  S 
A.  yes,  sir. 

Q.  When  had  your  attention  been  called  to  the 
used,  suhsoquent  to  the  making  of  the  speech,  prior  t 
were  culled,  sir,  to  the  words  that  he  used  in  the  sp 
he  made  the  speech. 

Q.  I  say  after  ?  A.  And  then  after  that  they  n 
paper,  and  I  had  occasion  within — ilmost  every  da; 
afterwards  to  state  Theodore  Tilton's  connection  v 
meeting,  and  had  occasion  to  speak  of  hiii  speech.  I 
that  time  to  this. 

Q.  Prom  what  time  I  A.  Well,  I  should  say  (ron 
speech. 

Q.  Until  when  ?  A.  Until  I  was  asked  to  produi 
terday.     I  produced  it  from  memory. 

Q.  Had  you  talked  with  Tilton  on  the  subject  of  v 
I  talked  with  bimt 

Q.   Had  you  prior  to  your  testimony  yesterday  I 
him  t    Oh.  yes,  sir;  I  talked  with  him  prior  to  that. 

Q.  How  long  prior  ?    A.  About  the  time  of  the  m< 
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Q.  Well,  recently  ?    A.  After  that. 

Q.  Recently?    A.  No,  sir,  not  recently;  n). 

Q.  Within  three  months  ?  A.  I  talked  with  him,  I  think,  day  before 
yesterday;  I  dictated  the  speech  to  P.  B.  White  at  my  house,  and  told  Mr. 
Tilton  that  I  had  dictated  it. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Tilton  present  when  you  dictated  it  ?  A.  No,  sir,  he  was 
not. 

Q.  I  show  you  a  copy  of  The  New  Tori:  World  of  Nov.  21st.  Will  you 
look  at  what  purports  to  be  Mr.  Tilton's  speech,  as  reported  in  the  The  Wbrld^ 
and  tell  us  whether  it  is  correct  or  not  [paper  handed  to  witness]  ?  A.  It 
was  either  this  or  the  report  in  The  Herald  next  day  that  I  saw  it.  Ilave  you 
got  the  report  of  The  Herald  f 

Q.  No,  sir;  I  have  not.  It  is  either  that  or  a  report  in  The  Herald  next 
day  from  which  you  read  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  to  which  you  referred,  I  suppose,  for  the  n<xt  two  weeks 
from  time  to  time.  Now,  what  do  you  say  ?  Is  that  report  in  The  Neic  York 
World  a  correct  report  of  Mr.  Tilton's  speech  ?  A.  It  is  something  like  it, 
as  I  remember  it. 

Q.  Now,  isn't  it  substantially  like  it,  as  you  remember  it  ?    A.  I  think 
that  there  was  something  about  freedom  of  speech,  in  his  speech,  sir. 
Q.  You  think  there  was  ?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  Well,  I  will  read  this  speech  to  you,  and  ask  you  if  this  is  not  substan- 
tially the  speech. 

Mr,  Fullerton. — One  moment,  he  has  read  the  speech  himself  and  knows 
whether  it  is  right  or  not 

Mr.  Tracy, — I  have  a  right  to  ask  him  whether  certain  things  did  not  oc- 
cur there  to  refresh  his  memory. 

JuDGB  Neilson. — I  don't  think  you  can  read  it.  You  can  nsk  him  if  it 
is  substantially  correct,  and  wherein  it  differs  from  his  recollection. 

Q.  Now,  does  it  differ,  in  your  recollection,  from  Mr.  Tilton's  speech  as 
delivered  only  in  the  fact  that  you  see  nothing  here  about  freedom  of  speech  ? 

A.  I  think  not;  if  you  will  let  me  have  it,  I  will  try  to  point  out  what  I 

[Paper  handed  buck  to  witness.]    I  don't  remember  first,  that  he  said  that — 
**  I  was  met  at  the  door  by  a  member  of  the  committee." 

Q.  You  don't  remember  that  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Will  you  say  he  did  not  say  it  ?    A.I  don't  recollect  that  he  said  it. 

Q.  Well,  will  you  say  he  did  not  say  that  ?  A.  How  am  I  to  say  that  ? 
If  you  will 

Q.  I  don't  know,  sir;  I  ask  you;  I  am  questioning  you — not  you  me.  A. 
My  impression  is  that  he  did  not  say  it;  1  can  not How  can  I 

Q.  Do  you  mean  by  that,  that  that  is  your  recollection  ?  A.  That  is  what 
I  mean. 

Q.  lam  content.  A.  My  impression  is,  also,  that  this  clause,  **Now,  as 
to  her  character,  I  know  it  and  believe  in  it  and  vouch  for  it — "  my  recol- 
lection of  that  is  that,  *^  Now,  as  to  her  character,  I  think  I  know  it  and  be- 
lieve in  it;  "  not  **  believe  in  it ; "  I  don't  remember  **  believe  in  it."  I  remem- 
ber the  word  ** vouch;"  and  I  dont  remember  the  hisses ;  and  mj  memory 
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Judge  Neilson. — ^Material  to  the  act  ? 

Mr,  Beach. — Certainly,  your  Honor,  material  to  the  act. 

JrDGE  Neilson. — I  think  you  aj^ree  about  that.     Proceed,  Mr.  FoUerton. 

Mr,  Starts, — Let  me  say  this:  My  learned  friend  pats  to  you  a  case  which 
is  within  the  recognized  rules  of  evidence,  although  the  case  otherwise  is  not 
a  supposable  one,  either  that  he  should  have  given  me  an  offense,  or  that  I 
should  have  struck  him  in  the  face.  But  I  deliver  the  blow,  and  at  the  same 
time  say  something  as  accompanying  the  act,  to  the  man  to  whom  the  blow 
is  given,  what  is  said  being  affixed  to  the  blow.  That  is  a  spoken  act.  That 
ib  not  hearsay.     That  is  a  part  of  the  blow;  but  here  the  point  is 

JiTDGE  Neilson. — It  goes  to  the  question  of  malice. 

Mr,  Evarts, — It  is  a  part  of  the  blow.  It  is  a  spoken  act.  Some  con- 
fusion, no  doubt,  arises  in  lawyers'  discussions  about  hearsay  evidence  that 
that  comes  by  word  of  mouth  in  connection  with  the  act;  but  your  Honor  is* 
familiar  with  the  distinction  that  our  learned  friend  has  given.  But  here  we 
give  a  paper  as  used  in  a  certain  way,  to  wit,  a  paper  written  by  Mr.  Tilton, 
and  brouLxht  by  Mr.  Moulton  from  Mr.  Tilton,  and  proposed  in  a  subsequent 
conversation  to  be  read  before  the  council.  We  have  a  right  to  show  that 
Mr.  Tilton  did  take  the  paper.  Now,  if  he  gave  instructions  to  take  the 
paper,  and  lay  it  before  the  council,  or  carry  it  to  Mr.  Beecher,  that  is  a  part 
of  the  act  of  delivering  it  to  him ;  it  comes  within  the  spoken  acts,  but  this 
question  is  large  enough  to  draw  out,  and  so  I  suppose,  is  intended  to  draw 
out  ti  larger  line  of  mere  hcresay  evidence,  to  wit,  conversations  l>etween  Mr. 
Moulton  and  Mr.  Tilton,  with  which  Mr.  Beecher  can  not  be  affected. 
.  Judge  Neilson. — That  distinction  must  be  observed.*  Go  on,  Mr.  Pul- 
lerton. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — When  anything  comes  out  that  is  an  infraction  of  the 
rule,  counsel  can  raise  his  objection. 

Mr.  Eoarta. — We  have  a  right  to  have  questions  properly  framed. 

Mr.  FoUerton. — The  court  says  the  question  is  proper.    I  repeat  the  question. 

♦Compare  People  v.  Davis,  56  N.  Y.  95  (1874,  opinion  by  Grover,  J.).  This 
was  a  criminal  prosecution  for  advising  the  procuring  of  au  abortion,  which 
produced  death.  *'  The  counsel  for  the  accused  excepti»d  to  the  ruling  of  the 
court  adinittinpf  evidence  of  the  statement  of  the  deceased,  in  the  absence  of  the 
accused,  as  to  what  was  done  at  the  doctor's  office  upon  the  occasion  of  a  ride 
she  look  with  him.  This  ruling  is  sought  to  be  sustained  upon  the  ground,  first, 
that  it  was  part  of  the  resgesUE  ;  and  second,  that  it  was  competent  as  the  act  or 
dftchiration  of  a  co-conspirator,  while  engaged  in  the  purpose  of  the  conspiracy. 
The  case  shows  that  the  deceased,  in  company  with  the  prisoner,  left  her  resi- 
dence, in  liis  bugsy.  and  was  absent  several  hours  ;  that  he  brought  her  back, 
and  she  came  into  the  house  ;  that  the  prii»oner  did  not  come  in  ;  that  immedi- 
ately after  she  came  in,  in  answer  to  inquiries  from  her  stepmother,  she  made 
the  statement  in  question,  telling  what  had  been  done  by  the  doctor  at  his  office, 
and  how  he  did  it,  and  exhibited  certain  medicine  which  she  said  the  doctor  gave 
her,  and  state<i  what  he  told  her  as  to  taking  it  when  her  pains  came  on.  In 
thiH  case  the  thing  dohe,  or  res  gestce,  was  at  the  doctor's  office  in  another  town; 
and  it  is  cl'-ar  tlmt  its  narration  by  the  deceased  was  no  part  of  that  thing.  Any- 
thing said  a(-.«)iui)anyinjr  the  performance  of  an  act,  explanatory  thereof,  or 
showing  its  purpoise  or  intention,  when  material,  is  competent  as  a  part  of  the 
act.  {I  Grecnlenfs  Evidence,  122,^^  108, 108<t,  101),  and  notes.)  But  when  the 
declarations  offered  are  merely  narratives  of  past  occurrences  they  are  Incompe- 
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Mr,  EvarU. — What  is  the  question  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — Let  the  stenographer  read  it. 

[The  stenographer  read  the  qoei^tion.] 

Mr,  Evarts. — I  understand  your  Honor's  instruction  is,  what  is  to  be  done 
with  the  paper  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — What  he  said  in  regard  to  it — the  paper. 

Mr.  Etarts. — That  will  cover  its  contents,  t  object  to  the  question,  if 
your  Honor  please,  and  you  will  please  note  my  excepcion. 

The  Witness. — Mr.  Tilton  SMid  to  me,  in  accordance  wi*h  the  consultation 
that  had  taken  place  the  night  before  between  Gen.  Tracy,  himself  and  my- 
ftelf,  that  he  had  gone  home  and  that  he  had  dictated  in  part  to  Elizabeth  a 
statement  for  the  committee  to  si*?n,  which  he  had  copied,  and  which  he 
handed  to  me.  This  was  the  document,  I  believe,  that  he  handed  to  me,  and 
I  subsequently 

Judge  Neilson. — Did  he  tell  you  what  to  do  with  it  ? 

The  Witness. — He  said  it  was  a  report  for  the  committee,  in  accordance  with 
the  consultation,  and  I  saw  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Tracy  subsequently  together, 
and  Mr.  Tilton  read  this  to  Mr.  Tracy,  or  Mr.  Tracj 

Mr.  Evarts. — We  object  to  this.     Mr.  Tracy  is  not  Mr.  Beecher. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  mere  act  of  reading  it,  I  think,  is  correct. 

Mr,  Ecarts. — If  read  between  Mr.  Tilton  and  Mr.  Moulton  it  would  not 
be  evidence.  If  read  between  3lr.  Tilton,  Mr.  Moulton  and  a  third  person  it 
would  not  be  evidence.     If  it  was  with  Mr.  Beecher  it  would  be. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  has  answered  your  question.  That  last  part  should 
be  struck  out. 

Q.  What  did  you  do  with  that  statement  you  now  hold  in  your  hand  ?  A. 
I  kept  it. 

Q.  It  was  not  used  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  At  that  time  had  either  Mr.  Tilton  or  Mr.  Beecher  been  before  the 
committee  that  you  know  oft  A.  No,  sir,  I  think  not  at  that  time;  not  to 
my  knowledge  at  all. 

Q.  Did  y(/U  have  any  conversation  with  Mr.  Beecher  in  regard  to  that 
proposed  report  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  whether  in  regard  to  this  one;  I  think 
I  alluded  to  this  report  in  the  conversation  with  him  in  bis  house. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  you  allude  to  it  ?  A.  I  think  I  told  Mr.  Beecher, 
during  the  week  of  the  12th  of  July,  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  prepared  a  stat^ 
ment. 

tent.  (Id.  §  110.)  That  is  precisely  this  case.  The  declarations  priven  in  evi- 
dence were  a  mere  statement  of  what  had  been  done  at  the  doctor's  office,  and 
not  any  part  of  what  was  then  done,  and  therefore  no  part  of  the  res  gesta." 

In  Wujgin  v.  PLunur  (11  Foster  [X.  II.]  251).  which  was  an  action  on  a  note, 
defense  being  that  it  was  forged,  plaintiff,  to  explain  the  dirty  condition  of  the 
paper,  ^ave  evidence  that  it  was  in  a  trunk  which  robbers  took  from  his  house, 
and  emptied  in  his  barn  ;  where  ho  found  it  after  the  lapse  of  months.  Held, 
that  an  oitor  to  prove  what  be  said  about  the  note,  while  searching  the  trunk 
when  found,  was  properly  excluded.  What  he  said  about  the  search^  was  part 
of  the  res  gentcf,  and  would  have  Iwen  admissible  if  offerwi,  but  what  he  may  have 
narrated  about  the  notes  while  searching,  was  incompetent.  See  also  I/aurance 
Uompang  v.  Mosley  (8  Wallace,  397). 
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Mr,  EiarU, — ^That  is  a  direct  examination  that  has  heretofore  been  gone 
into. 

Mr,  Beach, — Not  in  n*gard  to  this  witness. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — ^This  report  is  introduced  by  the  other  side.  "We  now 
learn  of  it  for  the  first  time  on  cross-examination. 

Mr.  Etarts, — Not  at  all. 

Mr.  FulUrton. — We  learn  its  contents  for  the  first  time. 

Mr,  EtarU. — I  think  you  had  the  paper  in  your  hand,  and  that  was  the 
long  statement,  and  you  put  in  the  short  one,  and  the  witness  talked- about 
the  long  one  and  tfie  short  one. 

The  Witness. — I  didn't  have  the  long  one  with  me  when  I  went  to  see  Mr. 
Bcecher. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — It  was  put  in  evidence  on  the  cross-examination,  for  the 
first  time. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^We  will  take  the  statement. 

Q.  In  what  way  did  you  allude  to  that  statement  in  your  conversation 
with  Mr.  Beccher  ? 

Mr.  Ecarfs. — I  object. 

Mr.  Beach. — Go  on. 

The  Witness. — You  told  me  not  to  go  on,  Mr.  Beach,  when  there  was  an 
objection. 

Mr.  Beach. — I  now  say  you  may  go  on. 

The  Witness. — I  t-old  Mr.  Beecher,  during  the  week  of  July  12th,  that  Mr. 
Tilton  had  consultations  with  Gen.  Tracy  and  myself,  in  which  Gen.  Tracy 
had  pictured  to  Mr.  Tilton  the  interview  that  his  wife  had  with  the  commit- 
tee ;  that  Mr.  Tilton  had  prepared  a  statement. 

Mr.  Evarts. — I  submit,  your  Honor,  that  that  precise  conversation  was 
given  before.* 

.    Judge  Neilson. — It  may  not  have  appeared  before  that  it  related  to  this 
very  report. 

Mr.  Evarts. — This  very  remark 

Judge  Neilson. — Goon. 

The  Witness. — That  he  had  prepared  this  report,  and  that  if  it  had  not 
been  for  Mrs.  Tilton's  having  left  the  house,  and  the  publicntion  of  his  cor- 
respondence w^ith  the  committee,  that  this  thing  would  probably  have  been 
accepted,  because  Mr.  Tracy  had  told  Mr.  Tilton  that  he  thought  he  could 
get  substantially  this  adopted  by  the  committee.  That  is  as  near  as  I  can 
recollect  the  conversation  concerning  this  statement. 

Q.  What  reply  did  he  make  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  what  his  reply  was. 
It  was  at  that  point  that  I  showed  him  the  short  statement  which  I  had  in 
my  pocket. 

Q.  Some  importance  has  been  attached  to  the  portrait  of  Mr.  Beecher  that 
was  once  hung  in  your  house  and  has  been  taken  down.  I  will  ask  you  a 
sin;j:le  question  in  regard  to  it.  Where  did  that  portrait  hang  when  you  first 
put  it  upon  the  wall— Mr.  Beecher's  portrait?  A.  It  hung  in  my  parlor  in 
liemsen  street,  on  the  wall. 

*  See  p.  461,  ante. 
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Q.  Where  did  it  come  from  ?    A.  It  came  from  Mr.  Tilton's. 

Q.  When  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  the  date  when. 

Q.  About  what  time  ?    A.  I  sliould  think  some  time  in  1871. 

Q.  How  long  did  it  hang  in  that  place  ?  A.  It  hung  there  until  Mr. 
Page's  portrait  came  there,  a  few  months  ago. 

Q.  Then  it  was  taken  down,  and  Mr.  Page's  put  in  its  place  ?  A.  Yea, 
air. 

Q.  What  was  done  with  Mr.  Beecher's  ?  A,  Put  up-stairs,  on  the  mantel- 
piece. 

Q.  Preserved  ?  A.     Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  good  condition  ?  A.  Oh  I  yes,  sir.  Standing  along  side  of  an  en- 
graving of  Cupid  and  Psyche. 

Mr,  Evarts. — I  ask  that  this  be  stricken  out. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  strike  that  out. 

Mr,  Eoarts. — I  ask  your  Honor  to  state  to  the  witness,  who  does  not  yet 
seem  to  have  learned  that  such  observations  are  entirely  improper  and  un- 
called for. 

The  Witness. — I  understood  Mr.  Fullerton  asked  me  where  it  was,  and  I 
told  him.     I  didn't  mean  to  be  vulgar  or  abrupt,  only  to  be  specific. 

Q.  You  were  asked  in  regard  to  the  notes  that  were  given  by  Mr.  Tilt(m 
to  the  various  subscribers  to  the  stock  of  The  Golden  Age,  [Handing  papers 
to  witness.]  Look  at  the  four  papers  which  I  now  show  you,  and  say  whether 
they  are  the  notes  which  you  alluded  to  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  those  are  the  ones. 

Q.  Whilst  counsel  are  examining  those  notes,  I  will  sliow  you  a  letter,  and 
ask  you  whether  that  is  the  letter  accompanying  the  return  of  the  notes  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir, 

Q.  [Handing  papef  to  witness.]  Look  at  the  other  paper  now  shown  you, 
and  say  whether  that  accompanied  them  or  ])receded  them?  A.  Yes,  sir; 
this  is  the  note  that  accompanied  them. 

Mr,  FiiUerUm, — I  oflfer  the  notes  in  evidence. 

"  New  York,  Sept.  15th.  71. 
"  $1,500.     For  value  received,  I  promise  to  pay  Francis  D.  Moultoi)   fifteen 
hundred  dollars  with  interest  at  rate  of  fieven  per  cent,  per  annum  the  payment 
of  principal  and  interest  to  be  contingent  upon  the  success  of  *  The  Golden  Age,* 
of  which  newspaper  I  am  the  sole  editor  and  proprietor. 

*•  Theodore  Tilton." 
[Note  marked  "Exhibit  No.  58."] 

"  New  Youk,  Sept.  15,  71. 
"$1,500.     For  value  received   I   promise  to  pay  Franklin  Woodruff  fifteen 
handred  dollars  with  interest  at  rate  of  seven  per  cent,  per  annum  the  pay- 
ment of  principal  and  interest  to  be  contingent  upon  the  succi'ss  of  '  l^Ju  Golden 
Age  *  of  which  newspaper  1  am  the  sole  editor  and  proprietor. 

"  Theodore  Tii.ton." 
[Note  marked  **  Exhibit  No.  59."] 

'  "  New  York.  Sept.  15th.  1871. 

'*  $750.  For  value  received  I  promise  to  pay  John  C.  South  wick  seven  hun- 
dred and  fifty  dollars  with  interest  at  rate  of  seven  per  cent  per  annum  the  pay- 
ment of  principal  and  interest  to  he  contin^rent  upon  the  succeKs  of  '  l^he  Golden 
Age  *  of  which  newspaper  1  am  the  .sole  editor  and  proprietor. 

"  Theodore  Tilton." 
i  \..te  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  60."] 
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"  New  York,  Sept.  lotli  1871. 
"$750.     For  valne  received  I  promipe  to  pay  Jackson  S.  Schultz  seven  hun- 
dred and  fifty  dolIarR,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent,  per  annum — 
the  payment  of  principal  and  intererit  to  be  contincrt^nt  upon  the  succtfss  of  Tk6 
Oolden  Age,  of  which  newspaper  I  am  the  sole  editor  and  proprietor. 

"Theodore  Tn.TON." 
[Note  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  61."] 

Mr.   FvUerton, — They  ^re  all  signed  **  Theodore    TiHon,"    and   are  all 

marked  **  canceled." 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  now  offer  in  evidence  this  letter. 

"June  10. 1872. 
"  Dear  Thhodoue: — Lhavo  it  all  fixed.     You  are  free,  so  be  brave..    Your 
notes  will  all  be  piven  up  canceled  and  returned  to  you  to-morrow.     Enclosed 
find  small  bill  c)f  interest  for  which  I  must  ask  the  money  to  feed  the  orphans. 

"  Ever  truly  vours, 
[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  62."]  "  F.  Woodrutf  " 

Mr.  FnUertmi. — Now,  I  read  this  paper. 

"  New  York,  June  11, 1872. 
"  Mr.  Theo.  Tilton— 

"  Dear  Sir :  We,  the  undersigned  desiring  to  contribute  to  the  loss  sustained 
by  you  in  establishinjr  Th^  Golden  Age.,  do  cheerfully  return  herewith  the  notes 
canceled,  which  you  gave  for  money  lonned. 

Wishing  you  continued  success  and  prosperity  in  the  years  to  come,  and  con- 
gratulating you  in  having  so  securely  founded  the  paper,  and  that  you  are  now 
free  from  debt — 

"  We  are,  dear  Sir,  yours  truly, 

F.  WoODUUPF,- $1,500. 
Fran'cis  D.  Moulton,  $1,500. 
John  W.  Mabox.  $1,000. 
"John  C.  Soitthwick,  $750. 

"  J.   S.    SOHULTZ.  $750. 

"J.  P    Robinson,  [by  F. 
Woodruff,]  $500." 
[Letter  marked  "  Exhibit  No.  63."] 

Q.  These  notes  bear  date  September  15,  1871.  I  want  to  know,  now, 
with  reference  to  that  date,  when  tlie  Woodhull  biography  was  written  and 
published  ?     A.  It  was  before  that,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Evarts. — That  has  been  offered  in  evidence. 

Mr.  FuUerton, — I  know  it  has. 

Mr,  EcarU — I  submit,  your  Honor,  they  have  not  any  right  to  repeat  items 
of  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  argumentative  juxtaposition. 

Judge  Neilson. — There  ought  to  be  some  explanation,  or  opportunity 
for  explanation. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — My  friend  on  the  other  side  made  that  a  great  point  in  hia 
case. 

Mr,  Evarts. — That  is  argument. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — I  am  glad  you  think  so.     I  am  arguing. 

Mr.  Eoarts. — What  I  object  to  is  yo^r  reproducing  proof. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  preci-e  date  is  not  given. 

Mr.  Fallerton. — No,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — The  fact  that  it  was  p\iblished  appears. 

Mr.  FuUerton.— I  want  to  know  whether  the  Woodhull  biography  waa 
publislied  before  or  after  giving  these  notes. 
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Judge  Neilron. — That  he  mav  answer. 

The  Witness — T  think  it  was  before. 

Q.  How  long  ?    A.  I  don't  remember  the  date ;  some  time  before. 

Q.  The  notes  were  given  in  1871,  and  given  up  in  1872  ? 

Tfie  Witness  — ^Was  your  question,  when  the  notes  were  given  ? 

Q.  When  the  notes  were  given,  with  reference  to  the  publication  of  the 
Woodhull  biography  ?  A.  The  notes  were  given  after  the  publication  of  the 
"Woodhull  biography. 

Q.  Do  you  remember  how  long  at 'ter  ?  A.  I  don't  remember  the  date ;  I 
can  not  recall  it. 

Judge  NEn.fl0N. — ^It  appeared  on  the  cross-examination,  the  notes  were 
given  up  after  that  publica^on. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — Yes,  sir;  and  it  was  argued  that  it  was  in  consequence  of  it. 

Mr,  Morris, — Whereas  the  fact  is,  they  were  not  given.  The  notes  had  no 
inception  until  after  the  publication  of  that. 

Mr,  Ecarts. — We  will  see;  we  object  to  arguing  the  matter  as  we  go  along. 

Mr.  Morris. — You  should  not  object  much  to  arguing,  for  you  are  all  the 
time  at  it. 

Mr,  Fullerton, — It  is  suggested  that  I  should  ask  you  whether  these  notes 
were  given  up  on  the  date  of  the  Woodruff  letter  f  A.  My  recollection  is  that 
thev  were. 

Mr.  Evarts, — It  is*  now  four  o'clock. 

Mr.  Beach. — We  had  better  go  on  a  little  longer.  How  will  you  be  in  the 
morning,  Frank. 

Th^  Witness. — ^I  don't  know,  sir. 

Mr.  Beach, — [After  consulting  with  witness.]  Your  Honor  knows  that  Mr, 
Moulton  has  not  been  able  to  go  to  his  residence  this  day,  since  he  heard  of 
his  mother's  <leath,  and  he  tells  me  he  would  prefer  to  have  as  much  of  this 
afternoon  as  possible.  I  think  he  can  so  arrange  his  affairs  so  as  to  be  here 
in  the  morning  at  the  usual  hour. 

Judge  Neilson. — ^Then  we  will  adjoam. 
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Francis  D.  Moulton  recalled  and  the  re-direct  examination  continued. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  wish  to  say  to  the  counsel  on  each  side,  before  we 
proceed  this  morning,  that  on  looking  over  the  report  of  the  proceedings,  I 
have  been,  as  perhaps  thay  have  been,  a  little  surpristnl  to  see  how  much  time 
is  spent  on  some  minor  and  really  unimportant  points,  and  I  think  we  might 
economize  time,  and  it  will  suit  me  better,  if  the  counsel  would  raise 
specifically,  in  clean-cut  terms,  any  object itm  they  wish  to  make,  and  if  it  be 
one  that  I  understand  and  desire  to  decide  at  once,  to  be  content  with  an 
exception.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  a  point  that  the  counsel  think  is  worth 
discussion,  they  will  indicate  that,  and  then  it  will  be  my  wish  to  hear  dis- 
cussion on  the  subject.  I  think  we  might  economize  time  in  that  way, 
gentlemen. 
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Mr,  EcarU. — If  your  Honor  please,  I  observe  in  one  of  the  morning  papers 
some  observations  in  regard  to  the  painful  position  in  which  the  witness  was 
placed  by  the  great  and  sudden  affliction  which  overtook  him  yesterday,  and 
which  is  made  the  occasion  of  some  observations  reflecting  upon  counsel,  as 
if  they  had  not  appreciated  that  situation,  and  had,  notwithstanding  it,  in- 
sisted upon  prolonging  the  examination  of  the  witness.  Now,  as  your  Honor 
understands,  the  court  and  the  counsel  on  both  sides  at  once  placed  the 
matter  wholly  at  the  choice  of  the  witness. 

Judge  Neilson. — That  is  certainly  so. 

Mr,  ErarfM, — And  he,  I  am  sure,  agrees  with  us  in  that  statement;  nor 
was  there  any  basis  for  any  such  imputation. 

Judge  Neilson. — None  whatever.     I  am  very  sorry  it  was  made. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — And  for  reasons  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  here, 
the  witness  thought  advisable  that  he  should  go  on  and  complete  his  cross- 
examination  and  ro-direct,  if  it  did  not  occupy  too  much  time. 

Ji'DOE  Neh.son. — It  was  a  question  properly  addressed  to  the  witness,  and 
if  he  felt  the  case  burdengome,  and  wished  to  shake  it  off  his  hands,  it  was 
a  question  addressed  to  him. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — Yes,  sir;  and  I  cheerfully  l>ear  testimony  to  the  alacrity 
with  which  the  counsel  on  the  other  side  consented  to  take  just  such  course 
as  the  witness  desired.     Shall  I  proceed,  sir  ? 

Judge  Neilso^'. — Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  FuUtrtuH. — At  the  ;lose  of  the  sitting  yesterday,  Mr.  Moulton,  I  was 
calling  your  attention  to  the  article  published  in  Tlie  Golden  Age,  embodying 
the  letter  of  Mr.  Tilton  to  Mr.  Bowen  of  Jan.  1,  1871.  You  stated  upon  your 
CDSs-examination  that  the  copy  which  was  appended  to  the  tripartite  agree- 
ment was  not  exactly  like  the  one  which  you  had  seen.  I  hand  you  now  a 
paper  and  ask  you  whether  that  is  the  copy  which  }ou  saw  [handing  witness 
a  paper]  ?     A.  Yes,  sir;  this  is  the  copy  that  I  saw. 

Q.  In  what  respect  does  it  differ  from  the  one  attached  to  the  tripartite 
agreement  ?  A.  I  indicated  what  those  differences  were,  but  specially  also, 
sir,  ia  the — there  were  some  differences  in  the  print;  and  then,  I  think,  the 
last  clause  here  in  writing  by  Oliver  Johnson  was  not  in  the  copy  that  was 
attached  to  the  tripartite  covenant.     Is  that  the  answer? 

Q.  That  is  it.  I  understand  you  to  say  then  theso  words  at  the  bottom  of 
this  pro(»f,  namely,  "  that  being  the  cas*^,  this  publication  which  is  necessary 
to  my  own  defense,  can  do  him  no  injury,'*  was  not  in  the  printed  slip.  A. 
That  was  my  recollection,  sir,  from  it  the  other  day  when  I  was  looking  at  it. 

Q.  Those  words  are  in  the  handwriting  of  Oliver  Johnson,  I  understand 
/ou  to  say  ?     A.   Yes,  sir. 

[The  paper  shown  to  the  witness  is  marked  **  Exhibit  No.  04.'^   See  vol.  2.] 

Q.  You  have  been  asked  upon  the  cross-examination  in  reference  to  the 
publication  of  the  letter  to  Mr.  Bowen  in  connection  with  the  payment  of  the 
|o,000  by  Mr.  Beecher;  I  wish  to  ask  you  whether  Mr.  Beecher  mentioned  the 
publication  of  that  letter  in  connection  with  the  payment  of  the  $5,000,  or  in 
connection  with  whatever  was  said  prior  to  the  payment  of  the  $5,000  ?  A. 
Never,  sir. 
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Q.  It  was  not  alluded  to  by  him,  as  I  understand  you  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Where  did  you  get  the  notes  which  were  produced  and  read  in  evi- 
dence yesterday,  and  the  two  letters  accompanying  them  ?  A.  From  Theo- 
dore Tilton. 

Q.  They  were  not  in  your  possession,  were  they  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  have  been  asked  with  respect  to  Theodore  Til  ton's  valedictory, 
and  as  to  the  time  when  you  first  saw  it;  what  valedictory  did  you  refer  to  ? 
A.  The  valedictory  of  Theodore  Tilton  in  The  Independent — the  valedictory  as 
editor  of  Th^  Independent.  . 

Q.  When  he  ceased  to  be  editor  and  became  the  chief  correspondent,  was 
it  ?    A.  Contributor. 

Q.  It  was  not  a  valedictory  after  his  connection  with  the  two  papers 
ceased,  at  all,  was  it  ?    A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  I  call  your  attention  for  a  moment  to  the  letter  of  December  26,  1870, 
and  ask  you  this  question,  whether  you  knew  of  the  existence  of  that  letter 
until  after  it  had  been  sent  ?    A.  No.  sir. 

Q.  Tour  answer,  then,  that  you  disapproved  of  that  letter,  had  reference 
to  the  knowledge  that  you  derived  from  Mr.  Tilton  of  its  contents  after  it  had 
been  sent  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  disapproved  the  sending  of  it  ?  A.  After  it  had  been  written ;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  your  disapproval  was  founded  on  the  fact  that  Bowen  did  not 
father  his  own  charges  by  signing  the  paper  ?  A.  I  thought  he  ought  to  have 
signed  the  paper,  sir ;  that  was  my  objection  to  it. 

Q.  There  is)>ut  one  other  question,  Mr.  Moulton,  and  it  is  this:  In  any 
of  the  conver^tious  to  which  your  attention  has  been  called  upon  your  cross- 
examination  by  the  other  side  with  Mr.  Beecher,  or  to  which  your  attention 
was  directed  upon  the  direct  examination,  did  Mr.  Beecher  ever  deny  to  you 
bis  sexual  intercourse  with  Mrs.  Tilton  ?    A.  Never. 

Mr.  Fullerton.— That  is  all. 

Rb-Cross  ExAMmATioN  BT  Mr.  Tract. 

• 

Q.  Mr.  Moulton,  at  the  time  the  notes  which  have  been  introduced  in  evi- 
dence connected  with  The  OMen  Age  were  given,  what  proportion  of  the 
original  subscription  had  been  paid  in  ?  A.  What  proportion  ?  I  really  don't 
recollect,  Mr.  Tracy.  I  think  it  was  paid  in  the  day  that  the  notes  were  given, 
or  about  that  time.  Mr.  Woodruff  can  tell  you  about  that  better  than  I  can. 
I  don't  remember. 

Q.  What  proportion  of  the  subscription  had  been  or  was  paid  in  on  that 
day  ?    A.  On  the  day  that  the  notes  were  given  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.  A.  My  recollection  does  not  serve  me,  sir,  on  that  point.  I 
think,  perhaps  the  account 

Q.  Don't  you  know  how  much  your  original  subscription  was  ?  A.  The 
original  subscription  was  |8,000. 

Q.  What  ?    A.  The  original  subscription  was  $8,000. 

Q.  Now,  how  much  of  that  had  you  paid  at  the  time  of  receiving  this  note 
from  Theodore  Tilton  ?    A.  I  don't  recollect  precisely  about  it,  sir,  but  my 
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impression  is  that  the  one-half  of  that  subscription  was  called  for  at  the 
time  the  notes  were  given,  and  the  notes  were  given  in  consequence  of  the 
payment  of  it.  I  won't  be  certain  about  it.  I  haven't  anything  to  guide  my 
memory  about  it. 

Judge  Nbilbon. — The  subscription  that  you  paid,  however,  was  $1,500  ? 
A.  $1,500. 

Mr,  Traqf, — And  had  all  the  other  subscribers  paid  one-half  of  their 
original  subscription  ?  A.  My  impression  is  that  they  had,  sir,  at  the  time 
that  the  yotes  were  given. 

Q.  They  had  made  these  subscriptions  prior  to  the  starting  of  the  paper, 
had  they  not  ?    A.  Prior  to  the  startinj;  of  the  paper. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  us  the  form  of  that  original  subscription;  what  were  its 
terms  ?    A.  I  can  not. 

Q.  Can't  you  tell  anything  about  it  ?  A.  No.  I  don't  remember.  We 
subscribed  $3,000 — I  subscribed  $3,000  for  The  Golden.  Age,  to  start  it. 

Q.  Now,  can't  you  tell  us  anything  about  the  terms  of  that  subscription  ? 
A.  Nothing  but  that  I  subscribed  $3,000  for  Th^  GoUen  Age. 

Q.  What  was  you  to  have  in  consideration  of  that  subscription  ?  A.  I 
don't  know  that  I  was  to  have  anything.     I  was  to  lose  it. 

Q.  Were  you  to  give  Theodore  Tilton  $3,000  in  consideration  of  his  start- 
ing The  Golden  Age  f  A.  Well,  I  thought  it  was  about  as  good  as  giving  it ; 
I  didn't  expect  to  get  anything  from  it. 

Q.  I  didn't  ask  you  that;  I  only  ask  you  what  you  agreed  to  do  ?  A.  I 
agreed  to  subscribe  $3,000  for  The  Golden  Age. 

Q.  Yes,  sir,  and  what  was  you  to  have  in  consideration  of  that  subscrip- 
tion ?  A.  I  don't  think  there  was  any  agreement  made  as  to  what  I  was  to 
have,  sir. 

Q.  Nothing  at  all  ?     A.  I  don't  think  there  was. 

Q.  No  understanding  about  it?  A.  No,  I  don't  think  there  was;  not 
that  I  recollect. 

Q.  And  was  there  not  with  the  other  subscril>err?  so  far  as  you  know  ?  A. 
I  don't  recollect.  Mr.  Woodruff  conducted  it  entirely,  Mr.  Tracy,  and  so  he 
would  be  able  to  inform  you;  I  can  not. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  the  paper  which  started  on  this  subscription 
in  March,  had  run  until  the  15th  of  September  without  having  any  part  of 
that  subscription  paid  in  ?  A.  I  think  Theodore  Tilton  drew  his  own  money 
up  to  that  time.  My  impression  is  that  he  had  money  and  he  paid  it  out  as 
long  as  it  lasted.     I  think  so. 

Q.  Now,  don't  you  know,  Mr.  Moulton,  that  the  agreement  between  your- 
self and  the  other  subscribers  and  Theodore  Tilton,  at  the  time  these  notes 
were  given,  was  that  they  were  to  pay  one-half  of  their  original  subscription 
in  consideration  of  being  released  from  the  other  half  and  his  gi\'ing  them 
his  notes  for  the  one-half  which  ihey  had  paid  in,  payable  on  The  Golden 
Age  becoming  a  success  ?  A.  No,  I  don't  think  that  was  the  agreement  at 
the  time  the  notes  were  given.     That  was  quite  subsequent  to  it. 

Q.  That  was  quite  subsequent  to  it  ?  A.  I  think  it  was;  that  is  my  recol- 
lection. 
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Q.  When  was  that  agreement  made,  then,  if  it  was  not  made  at  the  time 
of  giving  the  notes  ?    A.  I  think  it  was  made  in  1872,  some  time. 

Q.  What  was  the  agreement  in  1872;  repeat  it  ?  A.  Well,  T  can't  repeat 
it,  sir. 

Q.  Can't  you  repeat  the  substance  of  it  ?  A.  That  Theodore  Tilton  was 
to  have  the  whole  thing — not  call  for  the  balance  of  the  subscription,  and 
have  the  whole  subscription  as  a  gift  to  him,  without  any  obligation  to  re- 
turn it. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say,  then,  that  the  liability  of  the  original  subscribers 
for  the  whole  subscription  continued  until  1872,  whrn  these  notes  were  sur- 
rendered ?    A.  My  impression  is  that  it  did,  sir. 

Q.  That  is  your  explanation  of  it  ?  A.  Yes,  sir ;  that  in  my  explanation 
of  it. 

Mr,  Tra^, — Then,  how  did  it  happen  that  in  1871  he  gave  his  notes  for 
one-half  of  the  subscription  instead  of  the  whole  of  it  ?  A.  Because  he  only 
got  one-half. 

Q.  Ah  I  he  gave  his  notes  then  for  the  half  put  in  ?  A.  That  is  all  he 
wanted — that  is  the  amount  of  money  that  he  wanted,  if  I  recollect  correctly ; 
but  Mr.  Woodruff  conducted  the  whole  of  that  negotiation,  and  he  will  be 
able  to  tell  you. 

Q.  Now,  do  you  know  anything  about  how  much  money  Tilton  received 
on  that  subscription  at  the  time  of  giving  these  notes  in  1871  ?  A.  At  the 
time  of  giving  ? 

Q.  Yes.  A.  My  impression  is  that  he  had  received  the  whole  at  the  time 
of  giving. 

Q.  You  now  mean  to  say  that  he  had  received  the  whole  ?  A.  Received 
the  whole  $1,500. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  he  received  it  all  prior  to  that  time,  or  that 
he  received  it  on  that  day  ?  A.  I  said  that  I  did  not  recollect  a  few  moments 
ago;  I  haven't  anything  to  guide  my  memory  with  regard  to  it. 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  say  now  that  you  can't  tell  anything  about  that  ?  A. 
My  impression  is  that  the  money  was  paid  on  or  about  the  day  that  the  notes 
were  given.     Won't  the  account  explain  it,  that  you  got  ? 

Q.  Now,  do  you  know  what  he  did  with  that  money  ?  A.  I  think  he 
put  it  on  deposit  with  Woodruff  &  Robinson,  and  drew  it ;  I  think  the  ac- 
count will  show  what  time  it  was  paid. 

Q.  Now,  will  you  take  that  account  with  Woodruff  &  Robinson  and  point 
to  his  deposit  on  that  day  of  one-half  those  moneys,  amounting  to  about 
$8,000,  one-half  of  them  will  be  that  ?    A.  What  is  the  date,  September  30th  ? 

Q.  September  15th,  1871.     A.  I  don't  see  it  here,  sir. 

Q.  Is  there  any  deposit  on  or  about  the  15th  of  September,  1871,  there  ? 
A.  No ;  don't  appear  to  be. 

Q.  Within  what  time  from  September  15th,  is  there  a  deposit  at  all  on 
tkiat  account  ?    A.  On  what  account,  on  account  of  the  paper  ? 

Q.  On  account  of  Theodore  Tilton ;  a  deposit  in  that  account.  A.  Feb- 
ruary 3d,  $500;  February  13th,  $500;  February  24th,  1871,  $500;  March  4th, 
$500;  March  8th,  $1,500;  May  1st,  $500,  and, November  15th,  $500. 


812 


TESTIMOUrr    OF    F.     D.     MOl 


({.  That  u  1872,  th&t  lut  t  A.  No ;  November 
25th,  twenty-flTe 

Q.  Then  tbero  is  no  deposit  in  that  accoant,  as 
Mftrch  to  November,  1S71 1  A..  Tea;  there  b  a  dep 
TembiT.  1371. 

Q.  What  is  it  t    A.  $S00. 

Q.  When!    A.  March  4th,  |500. 

Q.  I  say  from  March  to  NoTember  there  is  no  dep< 
Oh  !  yes;  March  8tli,  $1,600. 

Judge  Neilsos. — He  means  from  tlie  end  of  Mi 

Q.  What  is  it  ?     A.  May  Ut,  |300. 

Q.  Is  there  any  other  ?     A.  To  Ihc  first  of  Noveir 

Q.  Yes.     A.  No,  sir;  the  neit  one  is  Noveiuber  U 

Q.  Now,  what  do  you  understand  those  deposits  ( 
of  IBTl,  to  be? 

Mr.  Fullerton. — One  moment,  I  think  we  must  obji 

3It\  Tmt,y. — I  don't  press  the  question,  sir. 

3ir.  FuUfTton. — I  did  not  object  in  the  first  instani 
would  save  time  to  let  tliem  asic  the  question,  but  yo 
is  not  in  reply  to  anything  on  the  direct. 

3fr.   Trary. — I  submit  it  is  directly  in  reply. 

.luDnB  Nkilmin. — If  there  be  any  fact  in  connec 
deposits  which  y<iu  deem  material,  yixi  may  ask  him. 

]ifr.  Tmi^'j. — Well,  I  won't  ask  tluit  question ;  I  do 
taking  up  time  about  it.  Tiic  account  shows  for  itsi 
Now,  you  gave  yesterday  whnt  purported  to  l>e  tt 
Tilton,  introducing  Victoria  C.  Wnodhull,  at  the  S 
A.  >-ea,  sir. 

Q.  When  had  your  attention  been  called  to  the 
used,  subsequent  to  the  making  of  the  speech,  prior  I 
were  called,  sir,  to  the  words  that  he  used  in  the  sp 
he  made  the  speech. 

Q.  Isuyaftert  A.  And  then  after  that  ttiey  « 
paper,  and  I  had  occasion  within — nimost  fvery  d;i 
afterwards  to  slate  Theodore  Tilton'a  connection  w 
meeting,  and  had  occasion  to  apeak  of  his  speech.  I 
that  time  to  this. 

Q.  From  what  time  t  A.  Well,  I  should  say  froii 
speech . 

Q.  Until  when  1  A.  Cntil  I  was  asked  lo  produt 
tcrday.     I  produced  it  from  memory. 

Q.  Had  you  talked  with  Tilton  on  the  subj'jct  of  v 
I  talked  with  him! 

Q.   Had  you  prior  to  your  testimony  yesterday  f 
him  )     Oh,  yes,  sir;  I  talked  with  him  prior  to  that. 

Q.  How  long  prior  ?    A.  About  the  time  of  the  mi 
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Q.  Well,  recently  ?    A.  After  that. 

Q.  Recently  ?    A.  No,  sir,  not  recently ;  n?>. 

Q.  Within  three  months  ?  A.  I  talked  with  him,  I  think,  day  before 
yesterday;  I  dictated  the  speech  to  P.  B.  White  at  my  house,  and  told  Mr. 
Tilton  that  I  had  dictated  it. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Tilton  present  when  yon  dictated  it  ?  A.  No,  sir,  he  was 
not. 

Q.  I  show  you  a  copy  of  The  New  York  World  of  Nov.  21  st.  Will  you 
look  at  what  purports  to  be  Mr.  Tilton's  speech,  as  reported  in  the  The  Worlds 
and  tell  us  whether  it  is  correct  or  not  [paper  handed  to  witness]  ?  A.  It 
was  either  this  or  the  report  in  The  Herald  next  day  that  I  saw  it.  Have  you 
got  the  report  oi'  The  Herald  f 

Q.  No,  sir;  I  have  not.  It  is  either  that  or  a  report  in  The  Herald  next 
day  from  which  you  read  it  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  to  which  you  referred,  I  suppose,  for  the  ni-xt  two  weeks 
from  time  to  lime.  Now,  what  do  you  say  ?  Is  that  report  in  The  New  York 
World  a  correct  report  of  Mr.  Tilton's  speech  ?  A.  It  is  something  like  it, 
as  I  remember  it. 

Q.  Now,  isn't  it  substantially  like  it,  as  you  remember  it  ?    A.  I  think 
that  there  was  something  about  freedom  of  speech,  in  his  speech,  sir. 
Q.  You  think  there  was  ?    A.  Yes. 

Q.  Well,  I  will  read  this  speech  to  you,  and  ask  you  if  this  is  not  substan- 
tially the  speech. 

Mr,  FuUerUm, — One  moment,  he  has  read  the  speech  himself  and  knows 
M'hether  it  is  right  or  not. 

Mr.  Tracy. — I  have  a  right  to  ask  him  whether  certain  things  did  not  oc- 
cur there  to  refresh  his  memory. 

Judge  Nbelson. — I  don't  think  you  can  read  it.  You  can  ask  him  if  it 
is  substantially  correct,  and  wherein  it  differs  from  his  recollection. 

Q.  Now,  does  it  differ,  in  your  recollection,  from  Mr.  Tilton's  speech  as 
delivered  only  in  the  fact  that  you  see  nothing  here  about  freedom  of  speech  ? 

A.  I  think  not;  if  you  wDl  let  me  have  it,  I  will  try  to  point  out  what  I 

[Paper  handed  buck  to  witness.]     I  don't  remember  first,  that  he  said  that— 
**  I  was  met  at  the  door  by  a  member  of  the  committee." 

Q.  You  don't  remember  that  ?    A.  No. 

Q.  Will  you  say  he  did  not  say  it  ?    A.I  don't  recollect  that  he  said  it. 

Q.  Well,  will  you  say  he  did  not  say  that  ?  A.  Uow  am  I  to  say  that  ? 
If  you  will 

Q.  I  don't  know,  sir;  I  ask  you;  I  am  questioning  you — not  you  me.  A. 
My  impression  is  that  he  did  not  say  it;  1  can  not IIow  can  I 

Q.  Do  you  mean  by  that,  that  that  is  your  recollection  ?  A.  That  is  what 
I  mean. 

Q.  I  am  content.  A.  My  impression  is,  also,  that  this  clause,  **  Now,  as 
to  her  character,  I  know  it  and  believe  in  it  and  vouch  for  it — "  mv  recol- 
lection  of  that  is  that,  **  Now,  as  to  her  character,  I  think  I  know  it  and  be- 
lieve in  it;  "  not  **  believe  in  it ; "  I  don't  remember  ** believe  in  it."  I  remeui- 
ber  the  word  **vouch;"aud  I  don't  remember  the  hisses;  and  my  memory 
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with  regard  to  the  other  iii,  "  I  would  rather  be ,"  " 

a  fanatic ;  it  may  be  1  am  a  fool."  My  recollection  o 
"it  niaj  be  thiit  she  is  a  fanatic  and  a  lool,"  "Bui 
I  would  rather  be  both  fnnatic  and  fool  in  nne  thmi 
would  dcnj  to  a  woman  tlie  sacred  riijbt  of  free  speech 
tliat  was  that,  "  to  he  such  a  ciiward  ag  wouUl  refuse  to 
for  a  woman  thf  rif;ht  of  freedom  of  speech,"  "Id 
minutes  ago,  I  diii  not  cipect  to  appear  here;"  I  < 
"Allow  me  the  prlvileirG  of  saying  that,  with  as 
prompted  me  to  the  pcrformauce  of  any  act  within  fift> 
have  the  honor  of  introducing  to  you  Victoria  Wood! 
you  on  the  subject  of  social  freedom,"  I  don't  reemeu 
■'Allow  me  the  privilege  of  saying  that,  with  as  much  j: 
mc  to  the  performance  of  any  act  within  fifteen  or  twci 

Q.  You  mean  to  say  that  yo\i  quahfy  it  by  putting 
years  I  A.  No — "allow  nie  the  privilege  of  saying  Iha 
fts  ever  prompted  rae  to  the  performance  of  any  act  wit 
years — "  my  recollection  of  the  fact  is  only  that,  "I 
t reducing  to  you  Victoria  Woodhnll."  Then,  I  don't 
address  you  on  the  subject  of  social  freedom." 

Q.  You  don't  remember  that  clause  t  A.  No,  1 
clause ;  I  am  giving  you  my  rtcollection  of  it. 

Q.  Now.  will  you  sny  that  lie  did  not  say,  "now, 
know  it,  and  believe  it,  and  vouch  for  it  —  )  "  Will  j 
not  use  that  language  !  A.  My  impression  is,  sir,  thai 
believe  in  it;  "  I  remember  his  saying  "I  know  it,"  and 
"vouch" — that  I  am  giving  from  ray  recollection  of  it. 

Q,  Now.  will  you  say  that  be  did  not  close  his  speei 
the  honor  of  introducing  to  you  Victoria  C.  Woodhi 
you  upon  the  subject  of  social  freedom  !"  A,  I  won't  a 
it;  I  say  thnt  I  don't  recollect  that  he  said  that. 

Q,  Well,  that  purports  to  be  »  stenographic  report 
it? 

Mr.  Iknch.—T\\f\t  I  object  to. 

Q,  Now,  Mr,  Moulton,  that  sptecch  that  you  dictatec 
write  down  )     A.   Yes,  sir, 

Q,  Did  you  give  it  to  him  )    A.  Did  I  give  it  to  hir 

Q.  Kept  it  in  your  possession  !     A.  I  kept  it;  yes,  s 

Q.  Have  you  ever  seen  what  purported  to  be  a  mant 
epvcch  iu  his  hands  within  a  day  or  two  t  A.  Never,  si 
present  when  I  dictated  it,  Mr.  Tracy, 

Mr.  Trney.—l  didn't  usk  you  that. 

JuDOB  Neilso.n. — Well,  it  was  proper,  because  othe 
us  under  the  impression  that  Mr.  White  was  the  oi 
presently  it  would  appear  as  if  it  were  a  cimtradictii 
somt'liody  else  was  there.  Therefore,  I  tbiuk  the  sugg 
the  part  of  the  witness. 
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The  Witness, — Yes,  sir,  I  thought  it  was  proper. 

Mr,  Evarts., — If  your  Honor  please,  as  it  was  not  an  answer  to  any  ques- 
tion, and  as  while  cross-examining  counsel  has  possession  of  the  witness,  they 
are  entitled  that  he  should  say  nothing  that  is  not  an  answer  to  the  question, 
although  it  is  quite  immaterial  in  this  particular  instance,  yet 

Judge  Neilson. — I  don't  think  that  rule  would  exclude  an  innocent  ob- 
servation of  that  kind,  which  naturally  might  occur  to  any  witness. 

Mr,  Eoart^, — I  don't  mean  that  it  would  caU  for  reproach  but  cer- 
tainly it  can  not  be  the  interposition  of  evidence,  at  the  will  of  the  wit- 
ness, whether  it  is  important  or  unimportant,  while  he  is  under  crosa- 
ezamination. 

Mr,  Beach,—!  think  it  is  proper  for  the  witness,  sir,  to  relieye  himself 
from  misapprehensi(m. 

Judge  Neilson. — I  think  it  was  proper:  at  any  rote,  it  was  a  very  natural 
thing  that  any  witness  might  do. 

Mr,  Evarts. — That  might  be,  we  have  made  no  animadversion  upon  it 
whatever. 

Q.  You  referred  to  an  interview  at  the  Fifth  Avenue  Hotel,  where  you  say 
I  was  present  and  Gen.  Butler  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  you  say  that  you  did  not  present  certain  papers  to  the  committee 
because  I  requested  you  not  to  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  WiU  you  state  what  papers  I  requested  you  not  to  present  ?  A.  What 
papers  you  requested  me  not  to  present  t  You  requested  me  not  to  make  my 
statement. 

Q.  I  will  ask  you  this  question.  Were  not  the  only  papers  that  I  requested 
you  not  to  present,  or  spoke  to  you  on  the  subject  of  not  presenting  to  the 
committee,  or  to  the  public,  that  were  in  your  statement,  the  letter  of  Mrs. 
Hooker  to  her  brother,  Mr.  John  Hooker's  letter  to  his  wife,  and  Thomas 
K.  Beecher's  letters  to  his  sister?  A.  No,  sir;  they  were  not  the  only 
letters. 

Q.  They  were  not  ?    A.  No,  sir;  they  were  not. 

Q.  Did  I  not,  on  that  occasion  and  on  other  occasions,  say  to  you,  when 
speaking  of  those  letters,  that  I  did  not  see  how  any  honorable  man  could 
make  those  letters  public  ?    A.  No,  sir;  you  didn't. 

Q.  I  never  said  that  to  you  ?    A.  No,  sir;  you  didn't. 

Q.  Did  you  not  say  to  me,  in  answer  to  that,  that  those  letters  had  been 
given  to  you  by  Mr.  Beech er  in  connection  with  his  case,  and  was  not  my 
reply  that  I  didn't  see  how  either  you  or  Mr.  Beccher  could  take  the  responsi- 
bility of  making  the  private  letters  written  to  him,  and  tiie  private  letter  of 
a  husband  to  his  wife,  and  the  private  letter  of  n  brother  to  his  sister,  public, 
witliout  the  consent  of  the  writers  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  that  you  ever  said 
anything  of  the  kind,  Mr.  Trucy.  It  was  not  until  the  Saturday  night  pre- 
vious that  those  letters  were  to  go  into  the  statement,  the  night  before  you 
haw  Geu.  Butler  at  the  Fifth  Avenue  Hotel.  They  were  not  in  the  statement, 
therefore,  the  night  before. 

Q.  I  don't  ask  you  what  was  in  your  statement,  or  what  was  out  of  it;  ] 
itm  asking  what  I  said  and  what  reply  you  made  to  me  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 
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Q.  Now,  Ao  jOLi  say  that  it  wus  dele: 
that  niglil,  that  yoii  should  not  present  y 
I  soy  tliat  it  was  determlDed 

Mr.  Traey. — Please  answer  my  questii 

Mr.  Beech. — lie  is  not  bound  to  answ 

Tim  Witnttt.—l  can  not  answer  it,  yo; 
planation. 

Judge  Neilsok. — Go  on,  I  think  he  may  onawer  it 

Mr.  Tracy. — What  did  your  Honor  say  ? 

JrDOB  Nhilbon. — I  think  he  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Traey. — I  nsk  him  a  direct  question,  which 


it  yes  or  no 
Honor,  yea 


dire 


■,  yes  1 


The  Witnett.—l  can  not  answer  it  yes  or  no,  withoi 

Ji-DGB  Nbilsos. — [To  the  witness.]  That  you  ma 
on  your  re-direct.     You  may  cipluiu  it  afterwards. 

Mr.  Batch. — This  question  calls  for  precise  language, 
witness  may  answer  the  aulistance  without  giving  tl 
then  used  as  near  as  he  reniciuber*. 

JuDOB  Nkilsos. — That  is  the  general  rule,  no  dou1 
let  us  ace  what  your  answer  is. 

Thr  Tl'ihiw*.— What  is  tlie  qucslion  t 

Mr.  Tracy. — Head  the  question,  Mj.  Stenographer. 

[Tlie  sler.iigrapher  read  the  question.] 

Tht  F(7"M..— It  WU9  determined  tliat  there  should 
reference  to  not  presenting  it  at  that  time. 

Q.  And  thai  consultation  whs  had  the  tiezt  momiuf 
air.  the  next  day.  and  at  my  house. 

Q.  With  |>eoplu  whom  you  brought  there )  A. 
whom  I  brought  there. 

Q.  For  llie  purpose  of  determining  your  action  as 
present  your  statement  to  the  committee,  or  not?  i 
finally  determining  it. 

Q.  Who  was  present  then  ?  A.  William  C.  Kings! 
my  tatlior  und  my  wife. 

Q,  I  was  absent  ?  A.  You  were  not  there.  You  d 
until  after  the  short  statement  was  made. 

Q.  Was  not  the  subject  of  what  you  were  to  stati 
that  afternoon,  there  deliberated  upon,  and  determinec 
A.   Yes.  sir;  it  was. 

Q.  So  fur  as  you  knou',  do  yoj  know  that  I  had  a 
your  action  was  to  lie  that  afternoon,  whether  in  pre 
that  repoi-t,  until  you  made  your  appearance  in  the  p 
tee  1  A.  I  don't  think  you  knew  what  the  final  uctiou 
what  you  wanted  it  to  be,  though. 

Mr.    Tracy. — 1  submit  that  is  tt  remark 

JuDOB  N EI Lsits.— Strike  out  that  last  clause.  It  w 
qtiestion. 
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ifr.  Tr.'f (;.//.— Ought  it  not  to  be  accompanied  with  an  admoDition  to  the 
witness  that  he  should  not  volunteer  anything? 

Judge  Neilson. — No,  sir ;  because  he  has  been  here  six  or  eight  or  ton 
days  burdened  and  tortured  by  both  sides,  therefore,  I  shall  not  admonish 
him.     [To  the  witness.]     Answer  the  question  simply  the  counsel  has  put. 

Q.  Did  I  ever  ask  you  in  the  world  to  withhold  from  your  statement  or 
any  statement  of  yours  to  the  committee  any  paper  that  Henry  Ward  Beechor 
bad  ever  written  to  you  on  the  subject  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Was  not  my  request  or  suggestion  to  you  on  the  subject  confined  en- 
tirely to  private  papers  of  other  people  which  had  not  been  written  by  him  ? 
A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  You  said,  in  answer  to  counsel  yesterday,  tliat  you  were  not  in  sym- 
pathy with  Mrs.  Woodhuirs  sentimentis  on  the  marriage  relation.  Do  you 
mean  by  that  that  you  do  not  agree  with  her  on  that  subject?  A.  I  don't 
think  I  asrte  with  her  on  that  subject ;  no,  sir. 

Q.  Will  you  state  to  us  what  your  'views  are  ?    A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  On  the  subject  of  the  marriage  relation  ?  A.  I  believe  in  fidelity  to 
your  wife  and  in  your  wife's  fidelity  to  you,  and  if  you  are  not  faithful  to 
your  wife,  that  you  do  wrong,  that  you  ought  to  be  punished  for  it  severely; 
and  if  your  wife  is  not  faithful  to  you  she  ought  to  be  punished  for  it  severely; 
that  is  as  near  as  I  can  get  at  it. 

Q.  What  is  your  belief  on  the  subject  of  divorce  ?  A.  On  the  subject  of 
divorce  ? 

Mr.  Fnllerton, — I  don't  suppose  that  properly  comes  in. 

The  Witness, — I  have  not  reached  a  conclusion  on  that  subject,  the  laws 
are  so  various  in  all  the  States,  and  there  is  so  much  to  be  said  on  that  subject 
I  really  don't 

Q.  Have  you  read  The  Oolden  Age  on  that  subject  ?  A.  Have  I  ever  read 
The  Oolden  Age  on  that  subject  ? 

Q.  Yes,  sir.     A.  I  think  I  have ;  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Have  you  talked  to  Mr.  Tilton  on  the  subject  of  divorce  ?    A.  Yes,  sir, 

Q.  Do  you  and  he  agree  in  sentiment  on  the  subject  ?  A.  I  don't  know 
that  we  do  exactly.  I  don't  know  exactly  what  his  sentiments  are.  He  has 
not  arrived  at  a  conclusion,  I  guess,  in  regard  to  it  yet. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  read  his  article  to  Horace  Greeley  on  the  subject  of  di- 
vorce? A.  I  forget  whether  I  ever  did  or  not;  I  don't  remember.  If  you 
will  point  it  out  to  me  perhaps  I  can  tell  you. 

Q.  Will  you  tell  wherein  you  differ  with  Mr.  Tilton  on  the  sabjcct  of 
marriage  and  divorce  ? 

Mr.  Fullertoiu — He  says  he  does  not  know  Mr.  Tilton's  sentiments  on  that 
subject;  therefore  he  can  not  tell  the  difference  between  his  own  sentiments 
and  those  he  dcm't  know  anything  about. 

TJie  Witness, — I  could  not  state  to  you  Mr.  Tilton's  sentiments.  He  is  a 
rigid  monogamist,  that  I  know,  too  much  so,  I  think. 

Q.  Have  you  not  read  The  Oolden  Age,  and  what  has  appeared  on  that 
sabject  from  Mr.  Tilton  from  time  to  time  ?  A.  I  don't  think  I  read  all  of  it. 
I  don't  read  very  much ;  I  can  not ;  my  eyes  are  not  eood  enough. 
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Q.  Did  you  n-nfl  Wb  article  to  Horace  Qreelejo 

not  say.     If  yoii  let  me  look  at  it  I  can  tall  you.     [' 

foi  me  to  look  at  it  ? 

Mr.  Beach. — Yea,  gain  all  the  informatiaa  yoa  c 
The  Witnei».—1  read  some  portion  of  this,  airi  I 
Mr.  Tracy,— YoM  read  some  portion  of  that  art 

I  did. 

Mr.  Tracy. — Now,  I  read  and  ask  yOD  if  you  Bg 

Mr.  FuUerlon.—!  object  to  it. 

Mr.  EvarU.-~-Wby  ! 

Mr.  FuVerton. — Because  it  is  improper, 

JuDGK  Ni'iiLHOx.— [To  Mr.  Tracy.]    Let  me  het 

Tracy,  bow  it  ia  proper, 

Mr.  Tmcy. — Be  has  said  he  did  not  sympath 

the  subject  of  divorce;  be  aaye  he  don't  knon  fu 

are  OD  thiit  subject,  iind  he  don't  know  whether 

I  dwiro  to  iifk  bim  whether  that  has  not  been  the  : 

tween  himself  anil  Tilton,  and  whether  they  do  no 
JuDGB  Neilbos. — Is  that  a  re-examination  t 
Mr.  Tracy. — I  think  it  is,  your  Honor.     They  i 

what  his  seoiimcnts  were  on  the  subject  of  marriag 
JuDQB  Nbilboit. — As  to  his  Hympathizing  with  i 
Mr.  Traey. — And  he  said  he  did  not.     Wo  are  i 
Mr.  FulUrton. — Those  are  not  her  views. 
Mr.  Tracy. — I  don't  know  that. 
Mr.  Fullerlon. — Then  if  you  don't  know  that,  yi 
Mr.  Tracy.— We  will  get  at  that. 
Jui>OE  Neilsos. — I  think  I  must  rule  it  out,  Mi 
Mr.  Tracy. — 1  offer  to  read,  for  the  purpose  of  t 

offer  to  follow  it  by  shoning  those  are  the  views  of 

hull  on  the  subject  of  marriage  and  divorce. 

JuDOE  NBiLBon, — It  is  ruled  out,  as  not  called 

CXHrniuatLon. 

Mr.    Traey. — We  offer  to  show   their  views  ai 

Hr.   Moul ton's    and    Mrs.   Woodh nil's— on    the 

divorce. 

Mr.  Beach. — That  is  a  broad  and  general  offer  v 

passed  upon  on  that  point. 

Mr.  Tracy. — This  is  a  part  of  that  plan  of  proof 
Judge  Neilson. — I  can  not  receive  it. 
Mr.  Beach. — The  Judge  says  he  can  not  receive 
Mr.  Tracy. — Your  Honor  will  note  our  exceptio 
Q.  Have  yoa  ever  talked  with  gentlemen  on  the 

marriage  rclatioa,  or  on  the  subject  of  social  (reedc 

once  on  it,  I  know. 

Q.  DiJ  you  over  talk  with  Mr.  Armour  or  Stepbi 
Mr.  FulUrto7t.—I  object  to  that. 
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Q.  And  in  which  yon  expressed  your  belief  in  the  doctrine  of  free  love  as 
pablicly  understood  ? 

Judge  Neilbon. — ^Rnled  out  for  the  same  reason,  as  immaterial. 

Mr.  Evarts. — This  is  to  contradict  the  witness.     He  has  stated  his  yiews. 

Judge  Neilson. — He  has  stated  he  did  not  sympathize  with  Mrs.  Wood- 
hull  in  her  views  on  that  subject. 

Mr.  Ecarts. — ^For  all  that,  he  has  given  his  views,  which  are  somewhat 
rigid. 

Judge  Neilson. — On  your  cross-examination. 

Mr.  Ecarts — I  agree ;  and  now  we  ask  him  if  he  has  not  said  the  opposite, 
and  wc  name  witnesses  by  whom  we  expect  to  contradict  him. 

Judge  Neilson. — It  can  not  be  received. 

Mr,  Evarts. — Your  Honor  will  take  our  offer. 

Judge  Nkilson. — [To  the  stenographer.]    Note  the  offer  and  exception. 

Mr,  Evarts. — We  offer  to  inquire  of  him  concerning  his  statement  to 
named  witnesiics,  at  interviews  with  them,  in  which  he  has  given  his  senti- 
ments on  the  subject  of  free  love,  to  the  contrary  of  what  he  has  now 
declared  them  on  the  stand,  with  a  view  of  calling  those  witnesses  to  con- 
tradict him. 

Judge  Xeh^son. — It  is  ruled  out,  sir. 

Q.  You  stated  on  your  re-direct  something  about  the  number  of  people 
who  conversed  with  you  on  the  subject  of  the  WoodhuU  scandal,  after  its 
publication,  and  you  said  15  or  20  a  day.     For  how  many  daye  do  you  think 
that  continued  ?    A.  I  don't  know.     I  should  think,  perhaps,  a  fortnight. 
Q.  40  days  ?    A.  A  fortnight. 

Judge  Neilson.— He  said  that  on  his  former  examination;  about  two 
weeks,  be  said. 

Mr,  Tracy. — That  is  all  with  this  witness,  your  Honor. 

Rb-bb-Dibbot  £za3CInation  bt  Mb.  Fullsbton. 

Mr,  FuUerton. — Your  attention  ha&  been  called  to  certain  conversations 
between  yourself  and  Mr.  Tracy  with  regard  to  this  matter,  and  you  have 
been  asked  whether  you  did  not  say  certain  things.  Now,  I  ask  what  you 
did  say  to  Mr.  Tracy  on  this  occasion  ? 

Mr.  Tracy. — That  I  object  to.  I  have  inquired  of  no  interview  that  they 
did  not  go  into. 

Judge  Neilson. — Is  that  the  point  where  it  was  suggested  he  should 
answer  and  explain  afterwards  ? 

Mr,  Fulhrton. — Yes,  sir;  that  is  strictly  within  your  Honor's  ruling  yes- 
terday on  a  similar  objection.  Of  course,  we  are  to  presume  that  they  are 
laying  the  foundation  for  an  attempted  contradiction;  and  whilst  the  witness 
denies  hiiving  said  certain  things,  we  have  a  right  to  prove  that  he  said  certain 
other  things. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  you  may  ask  him  that  question,  I  think. 

Q.  What  was  siiid  upon  those  occasions  ? 

Judge  Neilson. — On  the  occasion  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Tracy's  question  t 
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'Mr.  Traey. — They  examined  about  that  interv 

Hntt^l  fully,    and  went    iutii  nil  tbc;    desired    t" 

itBtcd  that  he  withheld  ttiefe  papers  at  my  request. 

the  only  papers  I  asked  him  to  withhold,  or  requeati 

not  certiin  dcBnite  papers  which  I  named.     It  is  th< 

JCDOE  Neilbok. — To  that  he  says  no. 

Mr.  Fullerfon.—Now,  I  wish  to  know  the  balanc 

Mr.  litneli. — That  was  not  the  only  inquiry.     Cei 

him  as  to  tlic  point  whether  or  not  the  statement  wi 

but  not  on  any  conversation — asked  him  in  regard 

statement. 

Mr.  Traey. — At  his  own  hoaae,  at  nhinh  I  was  n 
Mr.  FuUerlon.—ki  the  Fifth  Avenne  Hotel, 
Mr.  Tmey. — No,  sir;  except  so  far  as  I  asked  1 
made  to  him  was  on  tbe  subject  of  certain  definite  p 
JnsOE  Neilsok. — That  is  mj  recollection  no 
whether  tliey  can  not  ask  htm  what  he  really  said. 
Mr.  Trucij. — On  the  Bubject  of  this  paper  t 
Judge  Nbilson. — On  the  subject  of  this  inquiry, 
Mr.  Tracij. — Then  it  will  be  limited  to  the  subjsc 
Judge  Neilsok. — That  particular  occasion  wh 
simply  ask  him  to  retain  certain  papers;  the  inqoir; 
on  that  occasion. 

Mr.  Evarli. — Tour  Honor  will  notice  we  do  not 
tinn.  The  coss-cxamination  was  only  in  reference 
ation  of  him,  and  we  only  cross-examined  on  this  pi 
tainly  dues  not  give  any  right  to  resume  the  wbol< 
nor  do  I  understsnd  your  Honor  so  to  rule. 

JcDOB  Nbilsox. — I  still  think  be  may  answer  tl 
Tbe  Witnesi. — What  is  the  qaestion  t 
[The  stenographer  read  the  question.] 
JrDOE  Nbilson. — Confine  yourself  to  tbe  occu 
the  occasion  of  the  Fifth  Aveone  Hotel. 
Mr.  Fulkrlon.^Th^t  is  one  of  them. 
Mr.  Tracy. — Let  oa  take  one  conversation  at  a 
wo  will  gut. 

Mr.  Futlerttm.— Yon  arc  asking  about  what  1 1 

Mr.  TToey. — I  asked  no  question  which  called 
quirj'  relates  to  tbe  conversation  at  the  hotel.  You 
ceptinn  to  the  admission  of  that  interview. 

The  Witneu.—l  said  to  Qen.  Bntler  at  that  int 
Mr.  Tracy  to  you  to  determine  with  regard  to  tl 
has  bold  to  mc  he  did  not  want  me  to  make  this 
exactly  Ibat  which  is  honorable  iu  the  premises,  I 
would  ttilk  it  over,  Mr.  Tracy  sal  down  and  taike 
iiud  Eud  to  Geri.   Butler,  la  my  presence,  that  be 
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documents  of  Mr.  Beecher  ought  not  to  be  produced  in  my  statement;  and 
that  is  the  substance  of  that  conversation  as  I  remember  it  at  that  time;  and 
whei  Gen.  Tracy  went  away  I  saw  Gen.  Butler,  and  he  said  Gen.  Tracy's  idea 
was " 

Mr,  FnlUrton. — You  need  not  state  what  Mr.  Butler  said  in  Mr.  Tracy's 
absence.    Now,  go  to  the  occasion  referred  to  by  Mr  Tracy's  examination  of  you. 

]dr,  Tracy. — What  was  that  occasion  ? 

JuD-iE  Nkilson. — Where  was  that  occasion  ? 

The  Wltrtess. — Mr.  Tracy  did  not  name  it. 

Mr.  Beach. — The  occasion  at  Mr.  Moulton's  house,  when  Mr.  Tracy  in- 
quired of  him  whether  it  was  upon  that  occasion  that  the  form  of  statement 
was  finally  agreed  upon. 

.Judge  Neilson. — That  was  an  occasion  when  he  was  not  present. 

Mr,  Beach, — That  makes  no  dilference.  The  witness  says  it  was  finally 
agreed  upon.  We  want  to  know  why  it  was  agreed  upon,  and  how  it  was 
agreed  upon. 

Judge  XEiiiSON. — I  think  we  must  leave  it  as  it  is.  Mr.  Tracy  was  cot 
present. 

Mr.  FuUerton. — Do  you  recollect  an  interview  in  the  back  room,  when  the 
committee  was  sitting  in  Mr.  Storrs'  house,  when  you  went  to  present  your 
statement  ?    A.  I  remember  Mr.  Tracy  was  there  when  I  presented  a  statement. 

Mr.  Ecarts, — We  object  to  that,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  any  part  of 
our  re-cross  examination. 

Mr.  Fullerton. — Mr.  Tracy  asked  the  witness  whether  at  any  time  before 
the  statement  was  presented  to  the  committee  he  (Tracy)  knew  what  the  state- 
ment was  to  be. 

Mr,  Tracy. — With  his  knowledge. 

Mr.  Fullerton, — I  know  that,  and  what  I  now  ask  him  is  to  try  and  draw  his 
attention  to  an  interview  between  him  and  Mr.  Tracy  at  another  place,  in  the 
back  room  where  the  committee  sat,  at  which  time  Mr.  Moulton  stated  to  Mr. 
Tracy  what  his  statement  was,  and  Mr.  Tracy  approved  of  it.  That  is  a 
direct  answer  to  the  inquiry  which  was  put  by  Mr.  Tracy. 

Mr.  ErarU. — Then  we  asked  him  a  general  question,  and  he  answered  it. 

Mr.  Bench. — We  try  to  show  he  is  mistaken,  by  calling  his  attention  to  an 
interview. 

Mr.  E carts. — And  now  they  say,  having  asked  him  a  general  question, 
and  getting  a  general  negative,  that  that  gives  them  a  right  to  go  into  nil  in- 
terviews and  conversations  that  they  may  wish  to  explore  to  prove  he  has  been 
incorrect  in  that  statement.     We  don't  go  into  tiiat, 

Mr.  Tracy. — The  question  stands  in  this  way.  The  witness  testified  on 
the  direct  examination  that  it  was  determined  at  the  Fifth  Avenue  Hotel,  at 
my  request,  that  this  statement  should  be  withheld.  On  his  cross-examination 
he  testified  that  it  was  determined,  at  a  conversation  at  his  own  bouse,  at 
whicii  I  was  not  present,  the  ensuing  day.  Then  I  asked  him  the  question 
whether  he  had  any  knowledge  that  I  knew,  prior  to  his  appearance  at  Mr. 
Storrs',  before  the  committee  on  that  day,  what  his  statement  was  to  be,  and 
he  said  he  bad  no  such  knowledge. 
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The  WltneM. — [To  Tndge  Neilson.]  That  is  just  the  point  on  which  I 
n-ished  to  make  an  explanation  in  my  answer,  if  yonr  Honor  pleaAe.  It  was 
not  finally  detennined  ;  Mr.  Tracy  did  not  know  wliat  the  final  determination 
was  to  he. 

Mr.  Bearh,  —The  witness  has  corrected  that  misstatement  of  Gen.  Tracr. 
The  point  is  just  this:  Mr.  Tracy  has  exlrnrted  from  this  witness  the  answer 
that  he  (Tracy)  did  not  know  of  the  statement  of  Mr.  Mouiton  until  after  or 
at  the  time  he  appeared  before  the  committee.  We  believe  that  that  was  a 
mistaken  answer  u|X)n  the  part  of  the  witness;  and  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
freshing his  recollection,  and  enabling  him  to  correct  that  answer,  we,  in  our 
re-direct  examination,  call  his  attention  to  an  interview  between  him  and  Mr. 
Tracy,  in  which  Mr.  Tracy  was  informed  of  the  very  fact  which,  on  cross-ex- 
amination, the  witness  has  mistakenly  answered  he  did  not  know.  Now,  Li 
there  any  rule 

Judge  NEn.80N. — That  is  a  correction  the  witness  has  a  right  to  make,  of 
course. 

Mr.  Beach, — Certainly. 

Mr.  Tracy. — According  to  ihe  question  put,  it  is  after  his  appearance  be- 
fore the  committee. 

Mr,  Beach. — No.  it  is  not. 

Judge  Neilson. — Well,  I  think  we  will  hear  the  correction. 

Mr,  Tracy, — Your  Honor  will  note  my  exception. 

The  WitncMk, — I  saw  Mr.  Trary  in  the  committee  room  before  I  made  the 
rei)ort  to  the  committee,  and  told  him  I  had  in  my  statement  only  presented 
the  documents  quoted  by  Theodore  Tilton  in  his  sUitement. 

Q.  What  reply  did  he  make  to  that  ? 

Mr,  Tracy. — I  object  to  that,  your  Honor. 

JiTDGB  Neilson. — ^That  covers  the  point  that  Mr.  Tracy  didn't  know. 

Mr,  FuUerton, — His  reply  might  indicate  very  clearly  that  he  knew,  and 
understood  and  comprehended  it,  and  approbated  it. 

Judge  Neilson. — This  indicates  it  clearly  enough. 

Re-ke-Cros8-£xamination  by  Mr.  Tracy. 

Mr.  Tracy, — ^That  was  in  the  committee  room,  you  say  ?  A.  In  the  com- 
mittee room,  I  think;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  in  the  presence  of  the  committee  ?  A.  In  the  parlor.  I  forgot 
they  knew  it.     When  I  say  **the  committee  room"  I  mean  Mr.  Storrs'  house. 

Q.  In  the  parlor  ?  A.  Tliey  were  in  tlie  back  parlor,  and  I  think  you 
came  out  in  the  front  parlor. 

Q.  When  you  came  into  the  room  ?     A.  I  think  so. 

Q.  Then  you,  for  the  first  time,  informed  me  wliat  your  report  was  to  be  t 
A.  I  think  so;  yes,  sir. 

Q.  That  is  your  short  statement  is  it  not,  that  you  submitted  to  the  com- 
mittee that  day  ?  A.  The  time  at  which  I  presented  to  the  committee  the 
documents  quoted  by  Theodore  Tilton  in  the  statement. 

Q.  What  day  of  the  month  was  that  ?  A.  I  don't  recollect  the  day  of  the 
month. 
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Q.  It  was  your  statement  before  the  committee,  not  what  is  known  as 
your  long  statement  ?  A.  No,  sir;  that  was  not  made  until  after  Mr.  Beecher 
made  his. 

Q.  Xot  either  of  your  long  statements  ?  A.  It  was  not  either  of  my  long 
statements.  ^ 

Judge  Neilsox. — It  was  not  either  of  tiiose  papers  you  said  Gen.  Butler 
prepared.  A.  No,  sir;  It  was  a  moditication  of  the  fii*st  statement  Gen.  Butler 
prepared  ?  The  meeting  in  my  hou^c,  I  would  like  to  explain,  was  in  C(mse- 
quence  of  the  meeting  at  the  Fifth  Avenue  Hotel  between  Mr.  Tracy  and 
Gen.  Butler  and  myself,  and  Gen.  Butler  told  Mr.  Tracy  that  thtre  would  be 
a  conference  at  my  house  the  next  day,  and  promised  that  he  would  present 
the  views  of  Mr.  Tracy  at  the  meeting  next  day  at  my  house.  Mr.  Woodruff 
was  in  favor  of  making  the  report,  and  my  wife  was  in  favor  of  withholding 
it,  and  it  was  determined  to  withhold  it. 

Mr,  EtarU. — I  move  to  strike  that  out. 

Judge  Xeilsok. — I  think  not;  that  is  an  explanation. 

Mr.  Evarts. —  Th\s  is  a  conversation  between  him  and  General  Butler  out- 
side of  the  time  Gen.  Tracy  was  there. 

Judge  Neilson. — They  don't  object  to  that,  of  course;  it  was  understood 
the  night  before  there  would  be  a  conference  next  morning  on  this  subject. 
The  next  morning  there  was  a  conference  held.  What  General  Butler  said 
and  what  Mr.  Woodruff  said  ought  to  be  stricken  out.  of  course. 

Mr.  EvarU. — If  your  Honor  will  pardon  me  for  being  somewhat  explicit 
here,  I  ask  to  strike  out  all  that  this  witness  has  given,  not  in  response  to  any 
question,  but  which  is  a  volunteer  statement,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  ad- 
missible evidence,  especially  from  the  fact  of  its  not  being  drawn  out  by  any 
question  of  ours.  Now,  the  parties  on  the  pan  of  the  plaintiff  sought  to  in- 
troduce a  conversation,  or  the  witness  sought  to  introduce,  before,  a  conver- 
sation between  General  Butler  and  himself,  when  Gen.  Tracy  was  not  present, 
which  was  promptly  rejected  by  my  learned  friend.  I  understand  what  he 
has  now  voluntarily  said  is  exactly  what  he  was  going  to  say  then. 

Mr,  B&ich. — I  suggest  to  Mr.  Evarls,  sir,  that  he  is  mistaken  in  regard  to 
what  the  witness  said  concerning  the  declaration  of  Mr.  Butler  that  there 
should  be  a  consultation  next  morning.     That  was  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Tracy 

The  \Vitn€f^8. — That  is  the  point  exactly. 

Judge  Nkilson. — The  general  statement  is  received  by  way  of  explanation, 
to  show  that  the  puri)08e  of  the  night  before  was  carried  out,  except  that  Mr. 
Tracy  was  not  present. 

The  Witness, — That  is  it  exactly,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — But  the  words  on  that  occasion  said  by  Mr.  Woodruff"  and 
by  Mr.  Moulton  are  stricken  out.    Now,  that  is  all  by  this  witness,  I  understand. 

Mr,  Beach, — Yes,  sir. 

Judge  Neilson. — Mr.  3Ioulton,  you  can  retire. 

Mr,  Eoarts, — Your  Honor  will  note  our  exception  to  denying  the  motion 

to  strike  it  all  out. 

Judge  Neilson. — Yes,  sir. 

[TH£  SJTD  of   TSE   TESTOfOirr  OF   F.  D.  MOULTOH.] 
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ON    THE    RULES    OP    PLEA»IN»    APPUCA 
FOR    ADULTEKY.    AND    ON    THE    1 
THE    ISSUE, 


The  ^enenl  principleB  applicable  to  thia  aubject  an 

Tlie defdniliint  ie  entitled  tea  speciflc  allegaiLon  c 

tbia  in  not  s<-cured  bffore  trial,  evidence  is  admissible 

tion  :  but  in  caMp  ol  HurpriBe.  defeiidani  is  entitled  to  a 

tite  Intercourse  ie  reg-aroed  an  one  trBnuociiun. 

Ads  of  adulli'rf  prior  to  the  period  limitfd  by  the  i 
be  provi-d.  to  fcive  (i^'nlficancn  to  improper  freedom,  & 
conn«;tion  witU  pnmt  of  at  lenst  improper  familUritief 
ill  tlio  coniplaiat,  evidenco  of  ncla  uf  adultery  previoni  t 
^ive  algiiiticancr  to  tlioBu  faitiilJaritieB.  But  evidence 
qatiit  tu  tkt  period  alleged  iu  ilie  complaint  Is  Dot  odn 
ciirx'licirallve  proof  In  connection  with  at  least  preaun: 
adulter}' within  tbe  period.     The  cases  on  thia  poini 

^^'llelher  tbe  adequate  proof  relating  to  tbe  perio 
befote  olliei  pmof,  or  whether  this  ia  in  the  dlscretio 
doubl  by  Ibe  aulhorilieB. 

The  following  cases  illustrate  the  foregoing  princip 
I. — Of  paTticvlarilg  tn  pleading. 

Freeman  t.  Freeman,  31  Wise.,  23S  (Supivme  Court 
Ch.  J.).  Action  for  divorre.  The  court  saj-,  "  Tbe  offi 
a  must  grave  and  Btrious  oue,  for  which  no  person  a 
excei't  upon  tbe  distinct  and  pottitire  BpecificalioD,  to  ^ 
Btrictly  confined,  for  oiLorwiBe  Ibe  party  en n  not  comt 
the  s-rratest  injustice  and  wrong  might  bo  committed." 

Vance  v.  Vanee.  17  Mame  (5  Shepley),  203  (Suprera 
Emehv,  J.),  The  court  my,  -  The  strict  rules  of  plead 
law  canes  liave  not  been  followed  in  libels  for  divorce. 
niny  l>econie  important  to  adopt  a  practice  of  greater  pi 
tioiis  in  cases  of  adultery,  in  order  to  prevent  surpriaoai 
to  prcpnre  for  trial. 

Germond  v.  Oermond.  8  Johns.  Ch„a47  (1823.0plnii 
the  feigned  issut.  apecified  a  particular  individual  in  tl 
no  geiiernl  charge  as  to  that  coanly.  biit  had  a  general 
known  in  another  county.  Held,  that,  in  respect  to  Mis 
plaimiffBhuuld  be  conlined  to  tliat  Bpecific  cbarae  ol 
viduHl  named ;  and,  admitting  evidenoe  of  adultery  tl 
muft  have  operated  as  a  surprise. 

Wood  V.  Wood,  2  Paige,  108  (1830.  Walworth. 
prudent  course,  says  the  CliBDcelior,  "  is  to  require 
vriniaation  or  recrimination,  to  be  alated  in  tbe  pleadi 
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tncli  a  manner  tliat  the  adverse  party  may  be  prepared  to  meet  it  on  tlie  trial." 
And  the  history  of  Germond  v.  Oermond  (6  Johns.  Ch.,  847  ;  1  Paige,  88),  which 
the  Chancellor  recounts,  illustrates  the  necessity  of  specific  allegations,  and  of 
confining  the  proof  thereto.  And  he  accordingly  held,  that  if  the  charges  in  the 
bill  or  answer  are  not  sufficiently  explicit,  the  parties  may  make  that  objection 
when  an  isHue  is  applied  for,  and  the  court  will  then  see  that  it  is  so  framed  that 
neither  party  shall  take  any  undue  advantage  of  the  other  at  the  trial. 

Shoemaker  v.  Stioemaker,  20  Mich.  (2  Clarke),  222  (Supreme  Court,  ISTOV 
Where  the  ground  of  divorce,  charged  as  stated  in  the  bill,  was  adultery,  "  witn 
divers  persons,  whose  names  are  at  present  unknown  to  your  orator,  at  divers 
times  and  places,  but  at  what  times  and  places  your  orator  is  not  informed,"  and 
also  specifying  the  time  and  place  with  a  certain  person.  Held,  that  this  general 
and  vague  method  of  accusation  was  insufficient  to  authorize  testimony  to  be  in- 
troduced under  it.  and  no  decree  could  be  based  upon  such  charges. 

In  Porter  v.  Porter,  3  Swab.  &  T.,  596  (1864,  Prob.  &  Mat.,  before  the  Lord 
Ordinart).  a  petition  for  divorce  for  adultery,  the  third  allegation  was  that 
"  since  October  8, 1846,  said  E.  P.  has,  on  divers  occasions,  committed  adultery," 
&c.,  "  held  that  this  must  be  struck  out  or  amended  by  inserting  particulars." 
The  fourth  allegation  was,  **  that  from  the  month  of  April,  1864,  and  up  to  the 

E resent  time  (the  cause  was  heard  November  8,  1864),  said  £.  P.  has  been 
abitually  visited  at  her  residence,  at.  &c.,  ^y  B.  G.,  and  that  on  divers  of  such 
occasions,  particularly  on  the  night  of  August  81st  last,  she  there  committed 
adultery  with  the  said  B.  G."  Held,  that  this  was  sufficient,  without  further 
particulars. 

In  Coddington  v.  Coddington,  4  Swab.  &  T.,  63  (1864,  Prob.  k  Di v.,  before 
the  Lord  Ordinary),  it  was  held,  that  if  the  particulars  were  insufficient,  ap- 
plication for  further  particulars  should  be  made  :  if  that  was  not  done,  the  evidence 
would  be  admissible  at  the  trial,  but,  in  case  of  surprise,  the  party  might  have 
an  adjournment.  To  the  same  effect  is  Barnes  v.  Barnes,  L.  R.  1  Pr.  &  D.,  505, 
606  (1867,  before  Ld.  Penzance),  and  Breinig  v.  Breinig,  2  Casey  (26  Penn.  St.), 
161  (Supreme  Court,  1856,  opinion  bv  Black.  J.). 

Whittington  v.  WhiUington,  2  Dev.  &  B.  [N.  C]  64  (Supreme  Ct.,  1886, 
Opinion  by  Ruffin,  C.  J.).  Held,  that  a  petition  for  divorce  ought,  as  far  as 
possible,  to  charge  specifically  the  facts  to  be  given  in  evidence.  When  open 
and  promiscuous  prostitution  is  the  foundation  of  the  libel,  it  may  he  sufficient 
to  allege  it  in  more  general  terms ;  but  even  then,  time,  place,  and  circumKtances 
may  be  material.  But  when  the  plaintiff  relies  on  adultery  committed  with 
a  particular  person,  or  at  a  particular  time,  such  person,  time,  and  place  ought 
to  be  specially  and  plainly  charged. 

Wnght  V.  Wright,  3  Texas,  168  (Supreme  Ct.,  1848,  Opinion  by  Hemphill,  C. 
J.).  The  statute  regulating  the  law  of  divorce  requires  a  full  and  clear  state- 
ment of  the  cauFe  of  action.  This  full  and  clear  statement  must  embrace  the 
material  facts  constituting  the  charge,  tocfether  with  the  material  circumstances 
of  manner,  time,  and  place.  General  cnarges  of  cruelty,  adultery,  &c.,  are  not 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  action.  This  explicit  statement  of  facts  is  necessary, 
that  the  defendant  may  know  what  he  is  called  upon  to  answer,  and  be  enabled  to 
make  the  proper  defense. 

Adams  v.  Adams,  20  N.  H.,  299  (Superior  Ct.,  1850,  Opinion  by  GiLc:inii8T,  C. 
J.).  Held,  that  in  a  libel  for  divorce,  proof  of  adultery  at  a  different  place  from 
the  one  alleged,  is  insufficient  ;  also  that  a  charge  of  adultery  with  a  person  or 
persons  unknown  to  libellant,  is  sufficient  to  admit  evidence  of  the  act  with  any 
person  identified  in  the  evidence. 

Kane  v.  Kane,  3  Edw.,  389  (1840,  Opinion  by  W.  T.  McCovn,  Vice  Ch.).  Held, 
that  a  general  charge  of  adultery  ^ith  divers  other  persons,  besides  the  para- 
mour named,  to  the  complainants  unknown,  is  not  sufficient  to  l>ase  a  decree  upon. 
Time,  place,  and  circumstances  must  be  stated,  though  the  names  of  perlons  with 
whom  committed  are  unknown. 

Washburn  v.  Washburn,  5  N.  H.,  195  (1880).  Held,  that  if  it  be  alleged  in 
tiie  complaint  that  the  defendant  committed  adultery  with  a  particular  person, 
evidence  to  prove  adultery  with  other  persons  is  not  admissible. 
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WMmeU  v.  Wiispdl,  4  Barb.  217  (N.  T.  Supreme  Ct.,  1848,  Gen.  Term. 
Opinion  by  Packer.  J.).  In  this  case  tbe  complaint  alleged  botb  a  long  course  of 
rruel  treatment  and  several  acts  of  violence.  Held,  tbat  tbese  specific  allega- 
tions present  tbe  matter  in  issue  to  whicb  tbe  proof  is  to  be  directed.  Tbougb, 
it  seems,  it  is  also  proper,  under  tbe  general  allegation  in  tbe  bill  of  complaint, 
to  look  at  tbe  general  conduct  of  tbe  defendant  towards  tbe  plaintiff  during  tbeir 
robnbitation,  for  tbe  purpose  of  understanding  more  fully  tbe  particular  circum- 
stances  complained  of,  and  tbe  true  relations  existing  between  tbe  parties. 

Ptutoret  V.  Pantortt,  G  Mass.,  270  (1810).  Tbe  court  say  tbat  tbey  would  not 
]>erniit  evidi-nce  to  be  given  to  prove  adultery  witb  any  otber  tban  witb  the  one 
cbarged  in  tbe  pleading,  but  tbe  party  migbt  bave  leave  to  plead  anew. 

Wafthbnrn  v.  WasJiburn,  8  Mass.,  131  (1811).  Heldt  tbat  wbere  a  compliant 
cbarged  adultery  as  committed  witbout  tbe  commonwealtb,  evidence  may  be 
received  of  the  act  committed  witbin  tbe  commonwealtb,  if  tbe  defendant  is  not 
taken  by  surprise. 

TfiurteM  v.  Tourteht,  4  Mass.,  506  (1808).  Held,  tbat  wbere  tbe  complaint 
alleged  tbe  fact  of  adultery  witb  a  particular  person  on  a  day  c-ertain,  and  proof 
was  offered  of  anotber  act  of  adultery  witb  tbe  same  person,  on  anotber  day,  tbe 
defendant  was  entitled  to  a  continuance,  if  not  prepared  to  defend  against  tbe 
new  allegation. 

In  Conant  v.  Conant,  10  Cal.,  249,  255  (ia58.  Supreme  Ct.,  Opinion  by  Field, 
J.),  it  was  said  tbat  the  reason  of  tbe  rule  requiring  specific  allegation  of  adul- 
tery in  divorce,  was  to  prevent  collusion,  and  tbat  defendant,  by  failing  to  demur 
to  an  indefinite  complaint,  waived  tbe  objection,  and  could  not  at  tbe  trial  ex- 
clude evidence  on  tbat  ground  ;  but  it  does  not  appear  from  tbe  report  wbetber 
surprise  was  alleged. 

In  Light  v.  Light,  17  Serg.  &  R.,  273  (Penn.  Supreme  Ct.,  1828,  Opinion  by 
Rogers,  J.),  it  was  beld  tbat  it  is  vot  in  tbe  power  of  tbe  plaintiff,  wbere  be 
neglects  to  give  notice  of  tbe  particulars  required  by  tbe  practice  of  tbe  court 
before  trial,  to  relieve  bimself  at  the  trial  by  a -motion  for  leave  to  amend  bis 
declaration,  for  tbe  declaration  requires  no  amendment;  tbe  defect  is  not  in  tbe 
declaration,  but  in  neglecting  to  comply  with  tbe  requisition  of  tbe  defendant  of 
a  particular  statement  of  tbe  cause  of  action. 

In  MiUer  v.  MiUer  (20  N.  J.  Eq.,  210, 1869),  Zabribkte,  Cb.,  says  (of  a  bill 
for  divorce) :  **  Tbe  precise  time  is  not  necessary,  provided  tbe  variance  is  not  so 
great  as  to  mislead  tbe  defendant." 

HoUton  V.  Holston,  23  Ala.  N.  S..  777  (laiS,  Opinion  by  Goldthwaite,  J.). 
Held,  tbat  a  bill  for  divorce,  on  tbe  ground  of  adultery,  must  allege  tbe  name  of 
the  person  witb  wliom  tbe  adultery  was  committed,  or  tbe  fact  tbat  it  is  un- 
known to  tbe  complainant;  but  if  defendant  answers  tbe  bill,  and  tries  tbe  cause 
witbout  raising  any  objection  on  account  of  tbe  want  of  sucb  allegation,  it  will 
be  too  late  to  do  so  for  tbe  first  time  on  appeal. 

StaU  V.  Crorthy,  13  Ala..  172  (1848,  Opinion  by  Collier,  C.  J.).  Held,  tbat  acts 
occurring  eigbteen  montbs  after  tbe  finding  of  an  indictment,  tending  to  sbow 
illicit  intercourse  between  tbe  defendant  aud  paramour,  can  not  be  g^ven  in  evi- 
dence. 

In  Commonwealth  v.  O'Connor,  101  Ma^s8.,  219  (1871,  Opinion  bv  AiCES,  J.), 
wbere  there  was  a  variance  in  tbe  date  in  an  indictment  for  adultery, — Held, 
not  material,  altbougb  tbe  prosecuting  attorney  bad  elected  as  to  dates,  tbe  act 
being  sufficiently  identified  by  otber  circumstances. 

II. — Of  the  limits  of  the  issue. 

1. — In  respect  to  the  statute  of  limttatione. 

Evidence  of  prior  acts  of  adulterous  intercourse,  upon  wbicb,  as  a  cause  of 
action,  tl)e  statute  bas  run,  is  admissible  in  an  action  of  crim.  con.  to  sbow  an  in- 
timate relation  of  tbe  parties  and  corroborate  tbe  evidence  introduced  to  estab- 
lish tbe  act,  wbicb  is  witbin  tbe  statute  period.  Conway  v,  Nicol,  34  Iowa,  533 
(Supreme  Ct.,  1872,  Opinion  by  Day.  J.).  To  tbe  same  effect  is  Thompwn  v. 
Glendenning,  1  Head,  Tenn.,  274  (Supreme  (^t..  18o3.  Opinion  by  McKiKKST,  i.\ 
wbere  also  it  is  said  that  tbe  entire  intt-rcourse  is  one  transaction. 
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In  the  case  of  tlie  Duke  of  Norfolk  v.  Oermaine,  12  How.,  St.  Tr.,  937  fK.  B., 
1692,  on  trial  before  Holt,  Ld.  Ch.  J.,  and  Eybes,  J.)  the  question  arose  whether 
the  plaintiff  mast  be  confined,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the  proof  of  an  act  within 
the  statute  period.  The  court  held  that  evidence  was  admissible  in  the  first  in- 
stance 'to  prove  criminal  conver^«atiou,  even  before  the  six  years,  for  the  purpose 
of  explaining  evidence  subsequently  to  be  given  of  familiar  or  suspicious  inter- 
views within  the  six  years.  The  only  actual  connection,  proved  upon  this  trial, 
was  ha<l  before  the  six  years,  but  there  was  proof  that  within  the  six  years  tlie 
defendant  and  the  plaintiff's  wife  had  passed  toj^ether,  under  assumed  names,  at 
lodgings,  taken  for  the  wife,  and  that  the  wife  had  been  seen  at  defendant's 
houpo,  in  deshabille.  The  jury  gave  the  plaintiff  a  verdict  of  one  hundred 
marks,  and  costs,  and  were  reprimanded  for  giving  so  small  and  scandalous  a 
fine. 

In  regard  to  the  principle,  that  the  entire  intercourse  is  one  act,  reference 
mav  be  made  to  the  case  of  Riyaut  v.  OaUimrd,  7  Mod.,  78,  8.  C,  less  fully  2 
Salk.,  553  (K.  B.,  1703,  Opinion  l)y  Holt,  C.  J.),  where  it  was  held  that  a  solici- 
tation to  adultery,  followed  by  an  assault  with  intent  to  have  carnal  knowledge, 
is  but  one  entire  act,  and  if  an  indictment  be  found  for  the  assault,  the  spiritual 
court  can  not  proceed  on  a  libel  for  the  solicitation.  So  in  Oipps  v.  OippSt  11  Ho. 
of  L.,  Cas,  1  (1804),  it  is  said  by  Lord  Clielmsford,  that  renewed  aduliery,  with 
the  same  person,  is  not  deemed  a  fresh  act.  but  merely  further  evidence  of  the 
adultery. 

2. — Of  the  limit  of  the  isme.    In  respect  to  acU  not  vfithin  the  time  alleged. 

If  a  limit  of  time  is  alleged  in  the  complaint,  proof  of  at  least  improper  free- 
dom  within  that  period  must  be  given  before  evidence  of  trespass  at  a  later  or 
prior  time  is  admissible.  Onrdner  v.  Maderia,  2  Yeates.  [Penn.],  466  (Supreme 
Ct.,  1799).  So  far  as  this  case  turns  on  the  ol^^r  of  proof,  it  is  not  fully  sua- 
taiued  by  other  authorities.  The  order  of  the  proof  is  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  in  other  actions.  Upon  the  question,  whether  evidence  of  acte  of  adultery 
not  within  the  period  alleged  is  admissible,  as  well  an  evidence  of  improper 
familiarities,  to  give  significance  to  the  intimacy  of  the  parties  during  the  )>eriod 
alleged,  the  authorities  are  not  harmonious.  The  sound  principles  seem  to  be : 
(1.)  That  in  connection  with  proof  of  at  least  improper  familiarities  within  the 
time  alleged,  evidence  of  acts  of  adultery  previous  to  the  time  is  admissible,  to 
give  significance  to  those  familiarities. 

[This  rule  is  to  be  supported  upon  the  ground  that  adulterous  intercourse, 
shown  to  have  existed  previous  to  the  time  alleged,  and  followed  by  improper 
familiarities  within  the  time  alleged,  is  presumptive  evidence  of  continued 
adulterous  intercourse  within  that  time.  But  this  rule  is  not  fully  recognized  on 
indictment  for  adultery.] 

(3.)  That  evidence  of  adulterous  acts  subsequent  to  the  time  alleged,  is  not 
admissible  because  it  is  not  sufficient  to  raise  a  presumption  that  the  prior 
familiarities  were  accompanied  with  an  adulterous  act  within  the  very  period 
alleged. 

(8.)  Where  presumptive  evidence  of  an  act  of  adulterous  intercourse,  tcithin 
the  period  alleged,  has  been  given,  evidence  of  an  act  stibsequent  to  the  period 
may  be  proved  in  corroboration. 

The  cases  are  of  two  classes  ;  those  arising  on  indictments,  and  those  arising 
in  suits  for  divorce. 

It  has  been  held  in  several  cases  that  on  an  indictment  for  adultery  proof  of 
indecent  familiarity  prior  to  the  time  laid  is  admissible  in  corroboration  of  direct 
evidence  of  the  act  of  adultery  having  been  committed  within  the  time  laid. 
McLeod  V.  The  State,  35  Ala.  395  (Supremo  Ct.,  1860,  Opinion  by  Stonk,  J.); 


and  see  Common tteaith  v.  Pierre,  11  Gray,  447  (Mass.  Supreme  Ct..  1858,  Opinion 
by  Dewey.  J.).  And  this  principle  was  applied  on  an  indictment  for  rape.  I^ate 
V.  Knapp,  45  N.  H.,  156  (Supreme  Ct.,  1863,  Opinion  by  Bellows,  J.). 

So  also  tfach  evidence  is  admissible  (on  indictment)  to  coirdborate  an  hn 
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peached  witness  who  had  testified  to  the  direct  act  within  the  time  laid  in  the 
iudictment.  Commonwealth  y.  Merriam,  14  Pick.,  518  (Mass.  Supreme  Ct.,  1883. 
Opinion  by  Putnam,  J.) 

But  (ou  indictment)  evidence  tending  to  show  a  previous  or  subsequent  act 
of  adultery  is  not  admissible.  Commo7&wealth  v.  Horton^  2  Gray,  854  (Mass.  Su- 
preme Ct.,  1854,  Opinion  by  Merrick.  J.);  CammoniceaUh  v.  T/trcuher  (above). 
Contra.  Latoson  v.  ikate,  20  Ala.,  N.  S.,  66  (Supreme  Ct.,  1852,  Opinion  by  GoLi>- 
THWAITE,  J.). 

In  CommonueaU.h  v.  ThnuTier  (above),  it  was  held  that  the  principle  that  on 
indictment  for  crime,  other  distinct  acts  of  the  same  nature  may  be  proved  to 
show  guilty  intent,  does  nut  apply  to  an  indictment  for  adultery.  Compare 
Cvmirwnuealth  v.  Merriam,  14  Pick.,  618  (above) ;  State  v.  Knapp,  45  N.  H., 
150  (above). 

This  seems  to  be  clearly  the  rule  where  the  charf^e  is  of  one  act  of  adultery, 
only,  in  a  single  count,  in  which  case  the  prosecutor,  having  given  evidence  of 
one  act,  can  not  prove  others  at  different  times  and  places.  State  v.  Bate»,  10 
Conn.,  372  (Supreme  Ct.  of  Err.,  18:^4,  Opinion  by  BissEUi,  J.). 

In  LaucHon  v.  SUUe,  ou  an  indictment  for  living  in  fornication  on  a  day  named, 
and  continually  thereafter  until  the  time  of  the  finding  of  the  indictment,  it  was 
not  competent  to  give  evidence  of  illicit  intercourse  of  the  parties  subsequent  to 
the  limited  period  [in  this  case  after  the  finding  of  the  indictment],  for  the  pur- 
pose of  explaining  acts  of  indecent  familiarity  proved  to  have  been  committed 
within  the  limited  period.  But  that  after  such  acts  of  indecent  familiarity  within 
the  period  had  been  explained  by  proof  of  acts  of  adultery  previous  to  that 
periiKl,  then  proof  of  act.**  of  adultery  subsequent  to  the  period  would  become 
corroborative,  if  not  too  far  removed  in  point  of  time,  and  would,  therefore,  be 
competent. 

And  the  court  say  in  that  case,  that  without  doubt  in  all  cases,  whether  civil 
or  criminal,  involving  a  charge  of  illicit  intercourse  within  a  limited  periixi,  evi- 
dence of  acts  anterior  to  such  period  may  be  adduced  in  explanation  of  acts  of  a 
similar  character  within  that  period,  although  such  former  acts,  if  treated  as  an 
oti'ense,  would  be  barred  by  limitation.  [Citing  2  Oreenl,  on  Et.,  §  47.J  Evi- 
dence of  this  character  is  not,  however,  admissible  as  independent  testimouv,but 
only  when  proposed  in  connection  with  or  subsequent  to  the  introduction  of  evi- 
dence tending  to  establish  improper  intercourse  during  the  period  to  which  the 
charge  is  confined. 

In  Commonwealth  v.  CM,  14  Gray,  57  (Mass.  Supreme  Ct.,  1850,  Opinion  by 
HoAU,  J.),  a  joint  indictment  for  adultery  committed  on  a  specified  day,  the  evi- 
dence was  of  course  of  general  cohabitation.  Ileld,  that  the  day  specified  was  not 
material,  and  proof  satisfying  the  jury  that  a  specific  act  had  been  committed 
within  a  period  including  the  day  was  enough,  though  the  verdict  did  not  fix 
the  day. 

In  Lockyer  v.  Lockyer,  1  Edm.  Sel.  Cas.,  107  (N.  Y.  Circ,  1845,  before  Ed- 
monds, J.),  (an  action  for  divorce)  it  was  held  that  evidence  of  adulterous  inter- 
coureie  prior  to  the  time  laid  is  admissible  to  give  significance  to  improper 
familiarities  indulged  within  that  time  ;  and  this  accords  with  the  case  uf  the 
Dvke  of  Norfolk  v.  GernuUne,  12  How.  St.  Tr  ,  927  (K.  B.,  161)2,  before  Holt,  C. 
J.,  and  Eyre,  J.). 

So  hold,  also,  of  such  intercourse  elsewhere  than  at  the  place  alleged,  Thayer 
v.  Thayer,  101  Mass.,  Ill  (Supreme  Ct.,  18C9,  Opinion  by  Colt,  J.),  and  in  Buddy 
V.  JJoddy,  30  L.  J.  Mat.,  Cas.  23  (1860,  before  the  Judge  Ordinary),  evidence  of 
acts  of  adultery  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  latest  acts  charged  in  the  petition 
was  held  admissible,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  character  of  previous  acts 
of  improper  familiarity,  and  the  objection  that  the  party  had  no  notice  of  it  was 
held  insufficient  to  exclude  it. 

But  in  Freeman  v.  Freeman,  31  Wise.  235  (Supreme  Ct.,  1872,  Opinion  by 
Dixon,  C.  J.),  the  court  recognizee!  the  principle  above  stated  in  reference  to  in- 
dictments, that  acts  of  adultery,  not  within  the  time  alleged,  are  not  admissible. 

If  the  evidence  is  not  admissible  under  the  allegation  of  the  pleading,  the 
fact  that  it  tends  to  corroborate  a  witness  who  has  testified  to  confessions  of  th«) 
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defendant  does  not  render  it  admissible.  5?o  lield  on  indictment  for  larcenr, 
wh(>re  evidence  of  a  distinct  offenfle  but  of  tlie  fuinie  kind  with  that  charged  was 
excluded.  People  v.  SehweiUcr,  23  Mich.,  801  (Supreme  Ct.,  1871,  Opinion  by 
Christiaxcy,  J.) 

In  the  Dtikeof  X'*rfolk  v.  Oermaine.  (ai>ove),  the  objection  was  taken  that  the 
evidence  must  l>e  confined  in  tlie  first  inntance  to  acts  within  the  period  limited 
by  th«  statutes  of  limitation:  l)nt  the  court.  Holt.  Oh.  J.,  said  the  evidencn 
must  be  admitted  in  order  to  ascertain  if  it  was  within  the  period.  And  the 
nets  having  been  pritjr  to  tlie  period,  the  court  ^ave  them  to  tht*  jury  to  explain 
familiarities  proved  within  the  period. 

If.  on  cross-examination,  the  time  of  the  act  proven!  is  brou^rht  into  doubt,  the 
question  is  for  the  jury  to  consider,  for  nearueas  of  the  time  of  the  act  as  proved 
to  that  alleged,  goes  to  the  effect,  not  to  the  competency  of  the  evidence.  So 
held  on  indictment.  Commonwealth  v.  MorrU,  1  Cusii.  (Mass.),  391  (Supreme  Ct. 
1848). 
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